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From the Publisher

Number 25 of Policy Review is a special issue for The Heritage Foundation. Policy Review begins its seventh-year of
publication, and it loses its editor—John O’Sullivan. John has succumbed to the blandishments of his former colleagues
at the Daily Telegraph in London, and he will soon be returning to London to assume a senior position with that
venerable print institution. John’s tenure as editor of Policy Review has encompassed seventeen issues. His contribu-
tions to the magazine have been many: He instituted the “Against the Grain” series, introduced the “Over There”
column of foreign reporting and the hilarious “Tales from the Public Sector,” and, most recently, began the regular
reports from David Ranson, who comments on the economy from a supply-side viewpoint. In my judgment, this issue
represents John’s most significant and lasting contribution to Policy Review. That is, he has brought to fruition the new
format for Policy Review.

I must admit this was accomplished by John with some resistance from members of the Editorial Advisory Board
and, indeed, from me, the publisher. It was not only my innate conservatism that made such a change undergo a
detailed internal review process, but also the frequent praise from our primary readership—the Washington policy-
making community—that led me to press certain reservations about such a change. As a conservative, I don’t believe in
change for change’s sake. As a think tank president, | am concerned with influencing the policy makers, and most of
them have assured me that Policy Review is effective in this regard.

When these arguments were successfully countered by John and his colleagues, I fell back on Lance’s Law: “If it ain’t
broke, don’t fix it!” But that argument was unpersuasive. Finally, I tried the first law of all publishers, “Cut the editor’s
budget,” but even that was unsuccessful as John and his colleagues convinced me that the new format could be adopted
with minimal additional expense.

Having surmounted these parochial arguments from the “practical” side, John has launched our new Policy Review
with a new format and a new medium for expression—graphics.

I commend him, Sylvia Danovitch, and the Policy Review staff for having the vision and the persistence to convince
me that the change was worth making. Our best wishes go with John as he returns to the Daily Telegraph. He has truly
left his mark on Policy Review, and we are pleased that he will continue to provide us with his counsel as a member of
our Editorial Advisory Board.

As for you, faithful reader, I hope you will share my enthusiasm for the new Policy Review. As a friend—more
conservative than l—commented, “After all, not all change is necessarily bad.”

Policy Review has been accepted by the policy makers not because it is conservative, but because it addresses real
policy issues in a realistic (and not necessarily predictable) way. I hope that you, the readers of this, the flagship
publication of The Heritage Foundation, will share your thoughts with us. Edwin ]. Feulner, Jr.

From the Editor

When Robert Schuettinger launched Policy Review in 1977, the Library Journal commented that the editor hoped to
produce a journal written with verve and wit. That was a laudable, even ambitious aim. Readers of most journals
devoted to public policy would have been content if an article therein had been written in plain English, since some had
apparently been roughly translated from the original Albanian, and others had not. But as the Library Journal went on
to report, Mr. Schuettinger achieved his ambition. When I succeeded him as editor four years ago, Policy Review was
already remarkable as a journal that was lively as well as authoritative. [ have tried to build upon its tradition so that
Policy Review, we hope, combines the solid research of a journal with the crisp writing of a magazine.

But we have had to face the fact that this liveliness has been interred in the classic journal format. Our Puritan
appearance offered no hint that a reader might be diverted by wit, excellent reporting, clear logical analysis,
provocative argument, or simply good writing. And there were other considerations. By denying ourselves the use of
graphics, we were denying the reader that extra illumination to be gained from a cartoon or photograph that adds
historical depth to contemporary argument. Every illustration in Policy Review, even those that are apparently
lighthearted, will serve a serious purpose. Nothing will be included simply to break up print. And, finally, we had to
solve the problem that in a bookstore, Policy Review literally disappeared. In a world of 8/5- by 11-inch magazines, a 6-
by 9-inch journal is born to blush unseen.

We therefore decided to put on these smart new clothes. This has been a major enterprise for a small journal, and I
would like to aim expressions of gratitude in various directions. My thanks go first to Ed Feulner, who, as he lightly
points out above, performed a publisher’s most necessary duties. He asked tough questions, checked and rechecked our
arithmetic, and pretended to be curmudgeon. Secondly, I owe a special debt to Sylvia Danovitch, who has been tireless
and imaginative in superintending the magazine’s rebirth, and to my other colleagues at Policy Review, Sally Atwater,
Nancy Long, and Stephanie L. Smith, who have worked with enthusiasm above and beyond the call of salary. Thirdly, I
am still slightly dazed by my good luck in asking Jane D’Alelio and Jane Tully of Ice House Graphics to redesign the
magazine and Shirley Green to research the graphics. Now we look as good as we read. Finally, I wish to thank all my
Heritage colleagues whose advice and encouragement have been invaluable to me, in particular Robert Blake, formerly
associate editor of Policy Review, who periodically prodded me into considering this change.

I am naturally sorry to be leaving Policy Review, where 1 have enjoyed the last four years, even for the green pasture
of Fleet Street. But at least I am going with a vast blaze of fireworks and illumination. John O’Sullivan




Is Racial Discrimination Special?

Dear Sir:

Michael Levin states what I believe is the valid objec-
tion to affirmative action programs as they have been
implemented on the first page of his essay in the Fall 1982
issue of Policy Review. “Reverse discrimination,” he
says, ““is the policy of favoring members of certain groups
(usually racial), in situations in which merit has been at
least ideally the criterion, on the grounds that past mem-
bers of these groups have suffered discrimination. Giving
someone a job because he was discriminated against does
not come under this heading, since such redress is justi-
fied by ordinary canons of justice, in particular that of
giving someone what he is owed.”

But Professor Levin too easily assumes away the ques-
tion of whether racial discrimination in employment per-
sists in the present. Proof of a statement in the negative is
always difficult, but in this case it is made even harder by
a lack of reliable empirical evidence. No employer is
going to admit that his hiring practices violate federal law
on a questionnaire! Professor Levin justifies his unusual
approach to the affirmative action debate on the grounds
that “frontal assaults on reverse discrimination usually
accomplish nothing.” 1 believe that a case should be
argued logically, according to its merit, irrespective of the
consequences. ;

Nonetheless, his question is valid: “is racial discrimi-
nation special?” And in his discussion of “patterned
wrongs,” he comes close to suggesting why racial dis-
crimination may indeed be special. “The second reason
patterned wrongs seem especially malign,” he says, “is
that they create anxiety through their promise of repeti-
tion.” Exactly so. It is the psychological impact of pat-
terned wrongs on their victims which separates them
from isolated incidents of injustice.

What separates racial discrimination from other pat-
terned wrongs is the criterion—race. Since race is, es-
pecially for racial minorities, a central and inescapable
facet of individual identity, racial discrimination affects
its victims’ self-image from birth to death. And *“anxiety”
is too mild a word to describe its effect.

To the extent that those who practice racial discrimi-
nation ultimately make its victims cooperate in their own
victimization, they succeed where other criminals fail.
That’s what makes racial discrimination, and affirmative
action, special.

Colin Gibson
Enterprise America
Los Angeles, California

Controversy

Michael Levin replies:

The harm done by discrimination to black pride does
not make discrimination special or warrant special treat-
ment for blacks today. There are worse forms of injury
that demand recompense more urgently—I would rather
have a poor self-image than be hit by a car—and citing
psychic wounds as an excuse for special treatment still
ignores the innocent white. It is wrong to boost the
morale of a present-day black at the expense of a white
who did nothing to damage it. Anyway, a black can
hardly take pride in being given a job that he and every-
one else suspect he cannot do. Perhaps Mr. Gibson would
have affirmative action kept secret.

Forbidding discrimination by law is the most a society
can do to prevent its evils, psychic or otherwise. That
violations may be tricky to detect is no excuse for penaliz-
ing the innocent. (We do not jail the usual suspects when
ignorant of who committed a crime.) If the enforcement
of civil rights laws is all that problematic, perhaps they
should be repealed. They certainly sin against enough
individual liberties.

Mr. Gibson’s implicit endorsement of other forms of
“affirmative action” is made more depressing by the
presence of Ronald Reagan, William Simon, and Simon
Ramo on Enterprise America letterhead. The other com-
pensatory schemes favored by bleeding-heart conserva-
tives also discriminate against whites. “Underutilization
studies” and “outreach programs” which force employ-
ers to look extra hard for blacks are just devious forms of
favoritism.

I for one would like some solid evidence, apart from
the oral tradition of sociology, that discrimination has
affected anybody’s self-image. What of other mistreated
groups whose contemporary members are not crippled
“from birth to death”? Jews do not seem afflicted with
weak egos even though they have been persecuted longer
and more harshly than any other group.

What a Riot!

Dear Sir:

One more time. The final chapter.

Some of our best friends are political scientists, but in
the case of Dr. Louis Bolce, he fails the “requirements”
because of his robotlike excuses offered for our rebuttal
to his article, “Why People Riot,” which appeared in the
Fall 1982 issue of Policy Review.

If our rebuttal (Spring 1983 Policy Review) and thesis
“speaks for itself,” why is this political scientist, who
surely must believe that political science is a *“science,” s0
galled that he almost foams at the mouth rather than

Policy Review



consider our argument? If anyone shows “total contempt
for the canons of scientific inquiry,” it is a professor who
would continually take one riot (Watts), base his entire
thesis upon that particular incident, and conclude (to this
very day!) that Homo sapiens, in general, only riots
because in his own words “social forces . . . converged.”

Such humbuggery would be laughable except for the
fact that too many political scientists think that one
quantifiable event means that Homo sapiens always re-
acts the same way. Behaviorism and Skinnerism have no
place in Policy Review.

If the “scientific” inquiry of this professor had any
validity, why didn’t people riot the past two summers, or
any other season, when economic and social conditions
were quantifiably worse than in the summer of the Watts
incident? This is not a rhetorical question. Perhaps the
species’ “social forces” did not, for some Neo-Darwinian
theory, “converge.”

We believe the people generalis may riot for many
reasons, but if we only relied on Dr. Bolce’s “scientific”
data, we should have been up to our earlobes in rioting
these past few years. They (generalis) did not riot, with
the exception of Miami, and we could, if space permitted,
give some causal factors far more concrete than meta-
physical “social forces.”

It is often impudence inherent in the newer strain of
some political scientists that we abhor as much as the
apparent inability of some people to understand that
history is often determined, not neutrally, but by the
planned actions of some of the species, Homo sapiens.

Where did we ever write about a “conspiracy theory”?
The only one to mention that term is Dr. Bolce. Such
reverse “‘red-baiting” is as bad as if not worse than
McCarthyism. Certainly, Dr. Bolce can tell us that we
red-bait if he is convinced and insists that Marxist-Lenin-
ists did not lead and spur on the Harlem, Newark, Phila-
delphia, Cleveland, and Detroit riots.

The only “mockery of common sense” comes from the
purported social scientists who believe that the quantifia-
ble number of “30,000 persons participated in the Watts
riot alone” can somehow prove that Gregory Mendel’s
principle of independent assortment always applies to
Homo sapiens. It certainly did not apply to Cepaea
nemoralis (snails).

Dr. Bolce, allow us to suggest another field of research
for your talents. We want you to “broaden your hori-
zon.” For example: Using your moldy theories, can you,
do you want to explain the Soviet Marxist-Leninist role
in political terrorism? Now, those are riots!

J. A. Parker, Editor, The Lincoln Review
Phillip Abbott Luce, Keen, Monk & Associates
Washington, D.C.

Louis Bolce replies:

The source of the data I used in my analysis of the
Black Urban Riots was reported on pages 136—137 in the
Fall 1982 issue of Policy Review. On page 136, for
example, I stated that the data came from Angus Camp-
bell and Howard Schuman’s survey of “Racial Attitudes

Controversy

in 15 Riot Cities” (author’s itals). The Campbell and
Schuman study was conducted by the respected Institute
for Social Research and was initiated by the National
Advisory Commission on Civil Disorder. The survey
contained 2,809 black respondents who were inter-
viewed during the first 3 months of 1968. The data can be
obtained through the Inter-University Consortium for
Political Research from the University of Michigan.

Since (1) I stated clearly that the data were drawn from
Interviews carried out in fifteen riot cities and therefore
did not base my study on the analysis of one city; and (2)
did not mention the word “Watts” in my discussion of
the data, I can only conclude that Messrs. Luce and
Parker either have not read my article or were hallucinat-
ing when they were reading it.

As for their assertion that the riots were caused by
Marxists-Leninists, I’d like to see them publish an article
with data that proves it.

Government Job Creation

Dear Sir:

Mr. Bovard’s fears concerning the Job Training Part-
nership Act of 1982 (JTPA) are understandable given the
dismal track record of previous federal attempts in em-
ployment and training. But he makes several judgments
against the new program based primarily on assumptions
which are no longer true.

First, he gives no credit to the Reagan administration
for its resolve to fairly and effectively administer pro-
gams like the Job Corps and the summer youth employ-
ment program. Extensive administrative checks against
waste and abuse have already been initiated. If Mr.
Bovard were to read a yet unwritten audit by the GAO,
his verdict may be different. His criticisms of these pro-
grams are based on poor past management, not on a poor
concept, or lack of need. I do not disagree that there is
room for improvement in these programs, and, in fact, |
am pursuing the development of legislation to reform the
Job Corps. The fact that the Job Corps can be a useful
tool for rehabilitating hard-core disadvantaged youth
who would otherwise draw a lifetime of welfare benefits
should not be discounted.

Second, the provision regarding affirmative action
must have been misinterpreted. Mr. Bovard, I should
think, would support the idea that if business puts up its
own funds to train women and minorities who are eco-
nomically disadvantaged and successfully places them in
unsubsidized jobs, certainly business should be relieved
of some of the onerous federal requirements of Executive
Order 11246. This is strictly a voluntary provision, but
one which has the potential of drawing private funds into
training, of placing women and minorities in jobs, and of
reducing federal paperwork. If there is a choice between
business spending their resources on complex affirmative
action plans and compliance costs, or on training, does it
not make more sense to encourage them to spend it on
training?

Third, the 40% youth service requirement exists for
the same reason that the Job Corps exists—that it may be
possible to prevent disillusioned youth, for whom the



school systems, families, or churches have failed, from
becoming wards of society for their lifetimes. I believe
Mr. Bovard would agree that youth is the hope of our free
enterprise system—and if it fails, we all fail.

This is why I hold that as the butterfly replaced the
caterpillar, the CETA program evolved into the Job
Training Partnership Act. This programmatic transfor-
mation included five rather fundamental changes:

First of all, the JTPA is a training program:. It is not an
anti-poverty program, a civil rights program, a govern-
ment procurement program, a counter-cyclical economic
stimulus program, or a public service jobs program. The
JTPA has been blessed by its Congressional sponsors
with a singular purpose, that of training people for jobs.
Even Senator Edward Kennedy, during debate on the
measure in the Senate, conceded that “this legislation is
not a jobs program . . . I think that we also need a jobs
program . . . But that is not what we are considering
today. We are considering a training program.” Unen-
cumbered with all of CETA’s conflicting goals and pur-
poses, JTPA is already in a better position to succeed.

Adherence to this policy is mandated by a strict prohi-
bition on funds which can be spent for non-training
purposes, 1.e., income support and administration. Mr.
Bovard accurately points out that CETA funds were
being spent on wages, stipend, or allowances; 80 percent,
in fact, of the CETA dollar was spent for purposes other
than direct training. The JTPA limits funds for non-
training expenses to 30 percent of the service delivery
area’s allocation and a full 70 percent must be spent on
training. This provision will prevent the payment of in-
come support in all but the most necessary instances and,
even then, such support cannot be of such an amount that
it would make the JTPA program an attractive alterna-
tive to a job.

Irrespective of the view taken by Mr. Bovard that
business supported this legislation because it meant sub-
sidies to them, business must be involved in the training
program. Business has the best concept of what occupa-
tions are in demand in the labor market area and what
industries are growing or declining. The private sector
has the best vantage point from which to judge the quali-
ty of training curricula, therefore, helping to dissolve the
possibility that individuals might be trained below the
levels required by employers. If we discount business
from this role because they may reap some benefit, what
other institution is there in each labor market around the
nation that is as responsive to market conditions and that
will voluntarily devote its time and expertise to planning
a local training program?

Third, to further enforce the training initiative’s new
market-oriented approach, performance standards, not
process, will prove the program’s success or failure. For
the first time, adequate statistics on placement in unsub-
sidized jobs, other positive placements (such as enlist-
ment in the military and enrollment in an advanced trade
school) earnings gains, and welfare reductions must be
accumulated. The JTPA contains both incentives to ex-
ceed performance standards and sanctions for falling
short. If such standards are to be met, training must serve
a real, not an imaginary, labor market.

Fourth, substantial program authority was given to
substate “service delivery areas” which have been desig-
nated by governors taking into account the state’s labor
markets, economic activity, and boundaries for other
federal programs. While CETA was administered on the
basis of geography exclusively, JTPA’s service units will
not be as arbitrary. Governors will assume the role of
chief monitor and auditor. One major failing of CETA,
indicated by Mr. Bovard, was inadequate oversight. It
will be far more efficient for governors to track the
expenditures for the service areas in their states than for
the federal Department of Labor to do so for more than
450 prime sponsors under CETA. States will be account-
able to the federal government. This federalism approach
will assure a better system of checks and balances on the
expenditure of taxpayer-contributed training dollars.

Finally, the important relationship between the train-
ing system and the referral and placement system has
been solidified by means of the incorporation of amend-
ments to the Wagner-Peyser Act in JTPA. These amend-
ments will tie the purposes of the United States Employ-
ment Service together with the new training system so
that planning for each function can be both concurrent
and complementary. Perhaps, because of these amend-
ments, we will be able to refrain from reinventing the
wheel.

Mr. Bovard does a great service in providing this histo-
ry of federal employment and training efforts. His analy-
sis is largely correct. [ only take issue with what I read to
be his cynicism about the future. While the new Job
Training Partnership Act is not perfect, from anyone’s
point of view, it is the least imperfect compromise Con-
gress is ever likely to enact. Given the citizens and organi-
zations that have developed a stake in such programs and
are not likely to let them expire, we had all better be
positive that the private-public partnership guiding the
Job Training Partnership Act is successful.

Senator Orrin G. Hatch
United States Senate
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir:

As Mr. Bovard points out, the reason why government
jobs programs have never been able to significantly alter
the level of unemployment is because the taxes, debt, or
money creation used to finance such programs divert
resources from the more productive private sector of the
economy. There is less private production and employ-
ment, in favor of more public sector employment. Gov-
ernment jobs programs have never significantly altered
the level of unemployment; they merely altered its com-
position. In fact, because only a small portion of the
money spent on jobs programs goes to wages (the rest
going for administrative expenses and materials), they
often result in a reduction in total employment. This, of
course, is no mystery. The notion of “opportunity cost”
is at least as old as Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations,
which was published over 200 years ago and is described
in chapter one of every economics textbook in the world.

Why then do such programs persist in a democratic
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society? The answer lies in the essential nature of all such
special interest legislation. The major beneficiaries of
such programs—politicians, the social work bureaucra-
cy, unionized labor, and big businesses who can train
their workers at taxpayers’ expense—are very well orga-
nized politically, whereas the major losers—those who
become unemployed because of the crowding out effect
and the general taxpaying public—are not. Furthermore,
those who become unemployed have no direct way of
knowing that increased government spending and taxing
was the cause of their misfortune. Finally, government
jobs programs provide politicians with patronage oppor-
tunities and other forms of campaign support.

Even though jobs programs are often legislatively en-
acted in times of relatively high unemployment, it usually
takes years to implement them. Consequently, they are
frequently put in place after the economy has already
recovered and therefore serve only to destabilize it. If
they are financed by taxes, the recovery is less robust than
otherwise; if money creation is the financing vehicle, high
inflation is the result. Odd though it sounds, this is the
consequence of rational political behavior. The recent
rush for “jobs legislation,” in the shadow of a strong
recovery, is clearly aimed at putting into place a backlog
of patronage handouts to be distributed by the incum-
bents in Congress during the 1984 election campaigns.

But the general theme of Mr. Bovard’s article is what
one might call government failure. One important aspect
of this is the fact that he found “ease of administration”
to be a major criteria used to determine the type of
training provided by government job training programs.
The question this provokes is, Do government bureau-
crats have strong incentives to spend all the time and
effort it takes to match an individual’s aptitude and
preferences to the demands of the market? The answer is
an unqualified “no.” There are no rewards in either
salary increases or budget increments to those who
would do so. Besides, it is impossible for an “outside
observer” to make such decisions efficiently. Only indi-
viduals themselves are able to make the necessary trade-
offs regarding shifting employment and career oppor-
tunities. This is illustrated by Mr. Bovard who reports the
very low rate at which government trainees retain em-
ployment after the program has ended. The problem is
that such trainees become skilled at doing whatever gov-
ernment bureaucrats seem to favor at the moment, not
what the market reveals as the most valuable areas of
training and employment. To the extent that jobs pro-
grams provide such “false training” they will lead to
higher long-run unemployment than would otherwise
occut.

Thomas J. DiLorenzo
George Mason University
Fairfax, Virginia

Dear Sir:

I am concerned by the presentation of only the faults
and deficiencies of government job creation programs in
James Bovard’s piece, “Busy Doing Nothing.” Because
our society has already made the decision not to let

Controversy

people starve, the next decision we make is whether we
want to pay people for doing nothing, or pay them for
doing something. His answer, by implication, is to pay
them for doing nothing. It is the answer our society has
backed into.

The WPA-type programs which Bovard criticizes
make a great deal more sense. [ have received letters from
people involved with the WPA, and [ would like to share
a sample of their comments.

From Santa Clara, California, an area with an unem-
ployment rate of 9.8 percent in January of this year:
“During the Great Depression, my parents lost their
small town newspaper and went bankrupt. On WPA, my
mother learned to operate a power sewing machine and
made clothing to be distributed at local outlets where
surplus food was also given out. The practice with a
power machine became a blessing, a work experience
which enabled her to operate machines when WWII
began.”

Also from Santa Clara: “I worked for the park depart-
ment during the WPA days, watching children while their
mothers worked. I found teaching boys to build model
airplanes so fascinating, I took some evening school
classes in aircraft mechanics and got a full-time job at
Lockheed, even before the war.”

From Williamson County, Illinois, an area with a 22.8
percent jobless rate in January: “I remember the WPA
days. I witnessed the building of Lake Crab Orchard
which repaid its builders many times over when the
nation needed a site to manufacture ammunitions. I saw
unemployed miners taking the subsistence WPA wages in
a battle to feed their families.”

From Hancock County, llinois, an area with 14.3
percent unemployment in January: “We built the Car-
thage Post Office and a ball field in Dallas. The WPA
turned things around.”

From Fayette County, Illinois, an area with 18.1 per-
cent unemployment at the start of this year: “The WPA
brought 418 miles of graveled roads to Fayette County;
six new bridges; 362 new culverts; 3,325 linear feet of
curbing; 1,725 feet of drain tile; clearing and building of
four and one-half miles of levees; 367 sanitary privies;
9.59 miles of new sidewalk; one-half mile of new sewer;
598.5 acres cleared and landscaped; 4.228 cu. yd. terrac-
ing in Vandalia Cemetery, etc.”

From Grand Haven, Michigan, an area with 12.6 per-
cent unemployment at the end of 1982: “The WPA pro-
vided a concept of personal discipline and responsibility
and an opportunity for many young men.”

I received these comments in response to legislation
P've introduced which is modeled after the WPA. H.R.
777, the Full Employment Work Opportunity Act, is a
project-oriented jobs initiative in which locally desig-
nated work projects, with clear objectives and definite
work schedules, create useful jobs mostly involving low-
skilled work on projects of local importance. It is a long-
term answer to the nation’s unemployment problem and
would implement a policy of full employment in which
those out of work thirty days or longer and unable to find
work in the private sector are offered project-oriented
public works jobs in thirty-two-hour work weeks at the
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minimum wage, administered locally.

Even after the strongest of possible recoveries from the
1981-83 recession, unemployment will linger. Forecasts
project a growing pool of unskilled workers suited for a
declining reservoir of such jobs. The Full Employment
Work Opportunity Act takes the next step by shifting
policy sharply away from welfare support and unem-
ployment compensation for the unemployed and toward
a policy of constructive full employment, turning the
liability of chronic unemployment into a national asset.

Paul Simon
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

James Bovard replies:

The JTPA is far better designed than the public service
employment CETA [Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act] program, and for that achievement Senator
Hatch should be congratulated. No one will accuse the
JTPA of being, like CETA, a Full Employment for Inves-
tigative Journalists Act. The Reagan administration wise-
ly changed the emphasis from make-work to job training.
But the question remains whether government is compe-
tent to oversee and direct job training. JTPA is better than
CETA because it is better to waste a small amount of
money than a large amount. But it would still be best not
to waste any money.

The JTPA represents “pork-barrel job training,” a
little something for business, a little something for state
and local governments, and so on down the line. If Con-
gress really wanted to serve the unskilled, a voucher plan
along the lines of GI bill veterans’ benefits would proba-
bly be the most effective and least wasteful method.

The JTPA looks to have many safeguards to ensure
sober operation. But, CETA had a bushel of such regula-
tions. To no avail. The best laid plans of Capitol Hill
easily sink into the labyrinth of the Labor Department.

The private sector alone, with no labor restrictions and
a sane tax level, could far outperform any government
effort. People—even poor people—managed to learn
skills before 1961 without government intervention, and
there is no reason why they cannot again do so. The goal
should be to reprivatize job training. The government is
as incompetent at telling people what skills they should
have as it would be at telling businesses what products
they should market. The worst thing about the JTPA is
that it makes it look like government is in the job-training
business to stay—despite a twenty-year record of fiascos.

Representative Simon says we have a choice “to pay
people for doing nothing, or pay them for doing some-
thing,” T agree that people who are getting government
handouts should, if at all able, have to work them off. 1
would support requiring unemployment compensation
recipients, after the first month of benefits, to work ten or
twenty hours a week for a local government. I also favor
putting teeth into work requirements for food stamps
and Aid to Families with Dependent Children. The goal
of such programs should be to make the dole less costly to
taxpayers and less attractive to potential recipients.

But as for Mr. Simon’s faith in public works . . . 1lived
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in the congressman’s district in southern Illinois in
1979-80 in a little city appropriately named Carbondale.
Now, they had a big snowstorm, and the city required all
residents and businesses to shovel the snow on their
sidewalks within twenty-four or forty-eight hours. Who
should get a ticket for failure to clear the sidewalk but. . .
the local Public Works Agency. Need I say more?

Tax-Supported Ditties

Dear Sir:

Dinesh D’Souza’s sparkling revelations of the poetry
supported by taxpayers (Policy Review, Spring and Sum-
mer 1982) inspired my following poem:

It would be all right
if they were to write
or publish

whatever they want.
But why must I

be compelled to pay?

The poems do not, after all,

like the army

protect me or, like the Post Office,
render a service I need

or remove the garbage—

(alas, au contraire.)

Why can’t I take them or leave them as
[ want?

And why can’t I get

a grant

for this?

Rodolfo, thou.

a grantee now.

She dead.
Mimimimimimimimimimimimimimimimimi
Where is thy song?

Ernest van den Haag
New York, New York

Due to typographical error, four words were omit-
ted from Joshua Muravchik’s article, “Misreport-
ing Lebanon,” in the Winter 1983 issue of Policy
Review. The first two sentences on page 34 should
read, “But Israel didn’t pulverize any quiet neigh-
borhoods. It bombed some quiet neighborhoods
that contained PLO positions, but the vast bulk of
this occurred weeks after this story was written.”
The omission of the italicized words changed the
meaning, and the editors regret the error.
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Madness and Guilt

Reflections on the Hinckley Case

Kenneth Minogue

Evil used to hide in

dark corners, but today
its natural habitat is un-
der arc lights. Evil deeds
make good copy. Evil-
doers have their own sto-
ry to tell. They play upon
our relativistic uncertain-
ties to become heroes—of
a kind. John Hinckley
took great care that his
impulses should be
played out on the grand-
est stage available. There
was much talk, in the
court that tried him, of
fantasy, fiction, and
“bizarre thoughts,” but
there was nothing of fan-
tasy in his careful choice
of “exploding bullets for
maximum killing
power.” His case thus
poses for the commenta-
tor a serious dilemma. It
is clearly a fascinating exhibition of the kind of human
passions usually kept on a leash and thus holds up a
distorting mirror to the way we live and think. Yet Mr.
Hinckley’s attempt to assassinate President Reagan was a
type of evil act whose success in attaining its object
depended (like the successes of terrorist deeds) upon the
attention we choose to accord it. In attending to it, we
connive at the process by which the exhibitionistic atroci-
ty becomes one of the characteristic forms of contempo-
rary self-expression. We can only console ourselves with
the thought that the problem is not new. In ancient
Greece a Hinckley of his day called Herostratus burned
down the Temple of Artemis for no other reason than a
lust for fame. Alexander the Great in vain ordered that
Herostratus’s name should be struck from all records.
We had better grasp the nettle.

Fame was something grand in the days of Herostratus.
It is the mind-numbing triviality of Mr. Hinckley’s crime
that first overwhelms anyone who considers it, and the
significant thing is the element of complacent cunning
with which Mr. Hinckley himself recognizes that a triv-
iality so grotesque can be, and in fact was, construed as
insanity. “I was found not guilty by reason of insanity,”
he wrote after the verdict was in, “because I shot the
president and three other people in order to impress a
girl.” One is reminded of the girl in Perth, Western
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The legal profession’s misuse of psychiatric concepts in the
courtroom has led the public to fault the entire science of the
mind, which is popularly and incorrectly equated with the
rather specific theories of Sigmund Freud.

Australia, who burned
down the student hostel
in which she was living
because she was bored
and thought that a fire
would bring a sense of
community to the place.
On the face of it, what we
confront is a case of irre-
sponsible infantilism, but
this judgment is immedi-
ately modified once we
start to consider the
background of Mr.
Hinckley’s assassinatory
thoughts. Part of this
background lies in the
fact that Mr. Hinckley
had, in the course of his
life, developed a pro-
found contempt for
peaceful and sedentary
occupations—especially
those of accountant and
insurance salesman.

The history of attitudes toward vocations, attitudes
through which our contemporaries indulge their propen-
sity to admire and despise, is one of the more fascinating
chapters in the history of fashion. Such attitudes in the
past were usually intertwined with social status. The
aristocracy were supposed to look down on trade, while
those in trade looked down on those with dirty finger-
nails—or, at least, the more featherheaded people in each
group did. In Bohemian circles, when I was a student, the
bank clerk was thought to epitomize a dull conformist
life, an opinion that I greatly enjoyed holding until 1
discovered that T. S. Eliot, who possibly wrote better
poetry than the layabouts from whom I contracted this
opinion, had spent some years in that profession. In
recent decades particularly, the pedagogic professions
have been in the habit of trying to motivate their charges
by terrifying them with the prospect of ending up in
things called dead-end jobs. We live with the conse-
quences today. On the other hand, dingy and marginal
jobs, like that of the private detective or the intelligence
agent, are much admired because of an element of danger
and perhaps of moral ambiguity. It is all a world away
from Larry, the mystical hero of Somerset Maugham’s
The Razor’s Edge, who escaped these prejudices because
he was concerned with the inner rather than the outer
life. Correspondingly, it is precisely because Mr.
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Hinckley seems to have had little in the way of an inner
life of his own that he was led, in the end, to create a
substitute for it, in the form of pleasurably contemplating
the thought that others were thinking about him.

In thus despising insurance salesmen and accountants,
no doubt because they seldom pull out a gun or sock
someone on the jaw, Mr. Hinckley was simply yearning
to be a hero, someone who takes his destiny into his own
hands. But his notion of a hero seems purely to have
mirrored the outward and visible violence of popular
fiction. Mr. Hinckley seems to have been entirely obliv-
ious of the vestigial traces of virtue that writers usually
incorporate in the figure of a hero as a justification of the
violent proclivities of the secret agents, private eyes, and
cowboys they write about. To this particular insensitivity
in John Hinckley we shall return, for it is the basis of
construing him as a psychopath. It is a point that turned
up in the trial in a curiously slanted form. Mr. Hinckley,
according to psychiatric testimony, had ““a long-standing
interest in becoming famous without working.””1 This
comment misses the point, because heroes are never con-
stituted by hard work. Apart from Hercules, who had his
labors, whoever became famous—as against prosperous
or successful—from working hard? Fame is the attribute
of heroes, and although we often hear something of their
apprentice labors mastering swordsmanship, six-guns,
strategy, guile, or whatever else is necessary, we are
usually made to understand that such heroes are natu-
rals. Their heroism does not lie in the labor value they
expend. The fame of heroes is like the reception of the

Madness and Guilt

A would-be assassin from another era—Lewis Payne, a
“mad” young man who joined the conspiracy against
President Lincoln and wounded Secretary Seward and
three others—ended up dangling from the gallows.

prodigal son—a mysterious and uncovenanted grace.
Mr. Hinckley certainly realized this. He was merely
wrong in thinking that any “paunchy young drifter”2
could just shoot his way into so exclusive a club.
Nevertheless, all of these considerations, which point
to both the futility and the triviality of what Mr.
Hinckley did, are likely to confuse us unless we also
recognize the supreme rationality of his act. Given the
severe limits of his imagination, he has thus far succeeded
in doing exactly what he set to do, and it is the wide-
spread public recognition of this fact that explains the
outrage at the verdict that he was not guilty by reason of
insanity. As we have seen, Mr. Hinckley himself was later
to realize the convenience of this verdict and the consid-
erations that made it plausible: namely, that trying to
shoot a president as a way of impressing a girl is so
remarkable an act that, in our speechlessness of response,
we find ourselves drifting toward the language of mad-
ness. Mr. Hinckley’s other thoughts, however, are quite
different, and much more relevant. He thinks that he and
Jodie Foster will be “linked forever in history” and that
“she can never go anywhere in life now without thinking
of him.””3 Swinging back and forth between literary and
historical references, he talks of his act as a “historical
deed” and compares himself and Miss Foster to
Napoleon and Josephine (not altogether felicitously) and
to Romeo and Juliet. Could any young man indulging in
himself an overpowering wish to be linked forever in the
public mind with a girl have devised a more successful
strategy? It may be insensibility, or it may be heroism, but
it is certainly a classically romantic act to court death or
lifelong imprisonment as a tribute to a young girl, es-
pecially if she is highly unlikely to notice such a lover on
any other terms. Far from being insane, such an act
demonstrates that, whatever Miss Foster may think on
the matter, the link is serious, indissoluble, and quite
unavoidable. She is unlikely to be the object of any such
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grand passion ever again. Compared with the luminous
rationality of this unusual course of action, much of the
psychiatric evidence about bizarre thoughts and nar-
cissistic personality disorders looks like so much ob-
fuscatory mumbo jumbo.

What is objectionable about the idea of madness is that
it seems to solve all the problems that arise in confronting
acts and thoughts that we find strange, objectionable, or
repellent. Indeed, there is a striking current misuse of
psychiatric language that leads speedily to the conclusion
that we are 2/l mad. Thus the central psychiatric term
schizophrenia is popularly supposed to mean “split per-
sonality” and frequently applied to examples of common
or garden moodiness. Paranoia is invoked when people
talk about their enemies. The clinical term obsession is
popularly applied to any kind of overriding preoccupa-
tion, and those who become angry will be lucky to avoid
the imputation of hysteria. There is no mystery about the
cause of this type of misuse: It arises when a semiskilled
intelligentsia sets out to impress upon listeners that the
speaker has enormous wordpower. What such misuse
domesticates in our minds is the idea that everyone is
mad, since everyone exhibits forms of behavior that can
be misjudged in these terms. When this type of linguistic
corruption is combined with the ordinary parochiality of
the human mind, which typically judges remote and
unusual beliefs as “mad,” the outcome is virtually a
clinical conception of the whole human race. Soviet psy-
chiatry is highly latitudinarian in discovering that dissi-
dents are psychologically disturbed, and a similar exten-
sion of psychiatric understandings disposes many people
in the West to treat adherents to unusual religious or
political sects as mad. For we feel more confident in
invoking the therapeutic idea of madness than we do in
judging that certain practices are bad or dangerous.

A Superior Form of Sanity

The idea of madness is, then, dangerously useful.
Which of us has not cried “you’re insane” to someone
whose latest thought or proposal seems beyond the bor-
ders of what we currently choose to accept? The plau-
sibility of such hyperbole is heightened by the fact that
there is an important sense in which we are all mad, for
the public world of human understandings in which we
live has been painfully shaped out of the vast complex of
wild impulses and irrational associations that we daily
experience and now think of as the kingdom of dreams.
As we grow up, we learn to concentrate our minds and
control our actions so that by conforming to legal, moral,
and linguistic rules, we are able to provoke appropriate
responses from others. The insane are, in these terms,
merely those who for one reason or another have been
unable to learn the skill of orderly thought and action. In
them, disorder is constant and crippling, whereas for the
rest of us, it is merely intermittent, revealing itself in slips
of the tongue, drunken incoherence, occasional acts of
folly. For this reason, “madness” as an epithet is ever
plausible, and the resulting temptation is to identify sani-
ty with what we currently happen to find normal and
acceptable. That way, as James Thurber once put it,
“madness lies,” for the reason that if sanity is merely
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whatever is respectable, then some bold and venturesome
exponent of psychiatric trivialities is certain to come
forward with the view that madness is really a superior
form of sanity—and exactly this view has, of course,
surfaced out of the muddle of psychiatry in the last few
decades, in the thought of Ronald Laing, David Cooper,
Jacques Lacan, and their like.

If we misjudge the idea of madness, then, every devia-
tion from the rules will seem mad, and we end up with a
situation not altogether different from the misuse of
psychiatry in the Soviet Union*: any rejection of the
current rules is banished to an outer darkness, beyond the
public world, as “madness.” But since such things are not
in fact mad, they begin to compose a coherent counter-
culture in their own right, and such a consequence is
mischievous because it creates a type of destructive civil
war within culture. Certain forms of the romantic move-

The central point is that responsibility
begins where psychiatry ends, and psy-
chiatry thus has no idea of how to deal
with it.

ment in art, and many familiar types of political and
religious occultism have, in fact, been exploiting such
possibilities along the borderlines of madness for a cen-
tury or more.> The effect they have is not merely to erode
particular versions of public and intellectual order
(which are, in any case, subject to the ceaseless erosion of
time) but to subvert the very idea of an order altogether.
Masquerading under the banner of liberation, these ni-
hilistic spasms tend toward reducing both culture and
social life to a mere sequence of impulse and posture.

But the dangers of misusing the idea of madness can be
focused much more precisely in terms of the issue of
moral responsibility, which the Hinckley jury had to
decide. Mr. Hinckley’s case falls upon a critical junction
in our ideas of mind and matter, of act and consequence.
Herbert Hart pinpointed this particular junction when he
argued that, whereas in the early development of Anglo-
Saxon law, “‘the doctrine of mens rea” (i.e. a guilty mind)
was regarded as “a hall-mark of a civilized legal system,”
in recent times, progressive and liberal criticism of the
law has moved in the direction of getting rid of mens rea
altogether.® And Professor Hart goes on to point out that
the view that lawyers have no business poking around
inside a man’s mind is not at all new, quoting a four-
teenth-century British judge as remarking: “The thought
of man is not triable; the devil alone knoweth the thought
of man.” Whatever the devil’s powers in this respect, they
can hardly help but exceed those of the psychiatrists who
testified to such contradictory effect in the Hinckley case.

The central point is that responsibility begins where
psychiatry ends, and psychiatry thus has no idea of how
to deal with it. Psychiatrists were originally brought into
trials in the hope that as experts in mental pathology,
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they might introduce an authoritative decision into some
of the areas where judges and juries were forced to make
what were inevitably rather brutally imprecise practical
judgments of responsibility. But whatever the actual con-
tributions psychiatrists might make to a forensic process,
they cannot, for logical reasons, supply any illumination
that would supersede the necessity for solving the practi-
cal problem of the idea of responsibility itself, by diffus-
ing the conviction that everything we do proceeds di-
rectly from psychological determinants without any
significant intervention of that moral organ, hopelessly
persona non grata in the scientific world, called “the
will.” In undermining the practical currency of these
ideas, psychiatrists have been doing something much
more portentous than reshuffling the conceptual pack
with which we attempt to understand the character of
human action. They have been subverting a central prop

We have argued that the idea of mad-
ness is dangerously volatile. That of
guilt is no less so. And the conceptual
chaos in this area is closely linked.

in the way we live, and the Hinckley case provides an
occasion for considering what, in the most general terms,
is at stake.

John Hinckley’s father appears to have behaved re-
sponsibly, as a father ought to have done, yet in the
witness box he remarked: “I am the cause of my son’s
tragedy.” Hinckley, junior, by contrast, wrote in the
aftermath of his acquittal: “My fragile conscience is clear
of useless guilt.” No doubt both of these remarks should
be seen in context—the father speaking in the stress of the
trial itself, the son apparently pleased with, and therefore
helping to justify, the jury’s verdict by calling his con-
science ““fragile.” These things considered, however,
there is a remarkable contrast between an innocent man
who seems to have done his best to perform his duties and
yet finds himself responsible, while another who un-
doubtedly committed a criminal act happily washes his
hands of what he calls “useless guilt.” We have argued
that the idea of madness is dangerously volatile. That of
guiltis no less so. And the conceptual chaos in this area is
closely linked.

Guilt is culpability arising from some act of omission,
and it requires both some defect of the will (which may be
what the law calls mens rea, or may, alternatively, be
some form of culpable negligence) and the act itself. The
act alone cannot be the basis of guilt, else we should be
accountable for accidental or unforeseeable or uncon-
trollable consequences of what we do. Nor can the will
by itself, because otherwise men’s thoughts and inten-
tions would be subject to punishment. Before the tribunal
of conscience, no doubt, most of us are on the alert to an
extent that depends upon our sensitivity or insensitivity
to such moral considerations. We tend to find people
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morally admirable according to the vivacity of their con-
science, and we are wary of the unscrupulous. But we
may also recognize that there are forms of extreme scru-
pulousness—those involving a constant preoccupation
with guilt—which are not altogether admirable because
they waste moral energy on trivial matters. Guilt is,
further, the recognition that we have transgressed and is
thus a characteristic experience of those (like all of us in
the modern world) who live within a complicated net-
work of different systems of rules, and the value of the
experience of guilt is that it is part of the process of
revitalizing our sense of the importance of those rules.
Remorse and repentance are thus important stations of
the moral life, without which the autonomous individual
self-government characteristic of our civilization would
be impossible. And it should be noted that these experi-
ences are, in the first instance, recognitions that a trans-
gression has occurred, and thus separable from the feel-
ings (which may be slight or intense) with which we
respond to such recognitions.

This distinction is important in the Hinckley case be-
cause of psychiatric testimony that Mr. Hinckley’s per-
sonality disorders “left him unable to feel remorse or
sorrow or sympathy for the victims of the crime.”” There
does not appear to be any evidence, indeed, that he did
feel any of these emotions. Whether he was unable to do
so is a separate and more difficult question. But neither of
these issues settles the question of his capacity for respon-
sibility, which must rest primarily upon whether he could
recognize that his actions violated laws and caused suf-
fering. The psychiatrist who testified about Mr.
Hinckley’s inability to feel remorse was called Dr. John-
son, and he thus recalls for us an earlier Dr. Johnson who
took a much more robust line about the romantic cult of
feeling. Thus: “BosweLL. ‘I have often blamed myself,
Sir, for not feeling for others as sensibly as many say they
do.” joHNsON. “Sir, don’t be duped by them any more.
You will find these very feeling people are not very ready
to do you good. They pay you by feeling.” 8

Rooting Out the Causes

Where, we must ask, did Mr. Hinckley pick up the idea
that guilt is useless? The answer is, I think, that it has
become an unavoidable part of the therapeutic atmo-
sphere of contemporary civilization, and it derives from
the positivist doctrine that to understand is better than to
be censorious. In dealing with crime, delinquency, neu-
rosis and the rest, one ought to search out the causes
(sometimes, in a paroxysm of redundancy, causes be-
come the “root-causes”) rather than “express one’s dis-
approval.” This was no doubt a more appealing position
in the days before the criminals, delinquents, and neurot-
ics themselves took it up as part of their justificatory
patter,” but it remains powerful because it is the message
that every college-educated bourgeois takes from his in-
struction. Nor is it difficult to see the point of it. Intellec-
tually speaking, our understanding of, say, a historical
character like Nero, or the psychology of a type of behav-
ior, such as paedophilia, will merely be impeded if we
treat it censoriously; this is as a practical question. Fur-
ther, the growth of psychotherapy in this century was
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based upon the idea that patients could only be cured
through self-revelation, which could hardly begin unless
the listener were sympathetic even to the most alarming
revelations. Here, as at all points along this front, the
moral and the therapeutic positions have been en-
trenchedly hostile.

The triumph of the therapeutic point of view is, indeed,
on no point more conclusive than in its inculcation of the
view that the moral understanding is nothing more than
the expression of an attitude of censure, and that guilt is
merely an irrational emotion we indulge because we
cannot face up to the real causes of how we have acted.
This doctrine certainly makes for a more forward-look-
ing world, a world of perpetual moratoria. The slate is
wiped clean the moment a mark appears upon it. In such
a world, all of those whose business it is to be custodians
of the rules find themselves on the defensive. They are
construed merely as authorities whose main activity is
that of censoriousness: judges, policemen, priests,
schoolmasters, and parents. The end of this particular
road is, if I may again quote Professor Hart in the sphere
of law, ““a scepticism of the whole institution of criminal
punishment so far as it contains elements which differ-
entiate it from a system of purely forward looking social
hygiene in which our only concern, when we have an
offender to deal with, is with the future and the rational
aims of the prevention of further crime, the protection of

society and the care and if possible the cure of the of-
fender.”10

The Politics of Guilt

It is not the case, however, that the therapeutic view-
point has succeeded entirely in banishing the concept of
guilt to the ghetto of barbarous relics dating from pre-
scientific times. Rather, it has achieved what we may call,
adapting a phrase from T. S. Eliot, a dissociation of guilt.
In undermining the idea that specific acts are, for any
useful purpose, blameworthy, it has encouraged the view
that certain conditions of life, inhabited by distinct cate-
gories of people, are blameworthy. The idea of useless
guilt, in other words, is the first step in the postulation of
a causal process by which a culpable causality is to be
attributed to some grand abstract collective: It may be
some system that notionally determines the main features
of our civilization (such as capitalism or patriarchy) or it
may be some collection of people whose enjoyment of
benefits is thought to be the direct correlation of poverty,
crime, and delinquency, and the guilty entities are here
likely to be whites, the middle class, Americans, or (in
relation, for example, to the poverty of the thing called
the Third World) the inhabitants of advanced Western
societies. A parallel move in the sphere of political rhet-
oric has led to the revival of the idea of collective guilt,
such as that of the Germans for the First and Second
World Wars and for the Holocaust, or the Americans for
the war in Vietnam. Out of such considerations as these
emerges a split between what we may call objective guilt,
which may be attributed to people who have had no
direct connection with the transgression, and subjective
guilt, which is a feeling experienced by some members of
the accused classes. It is, of course, virtually impossible to

16

organize a modern society without punishment for actual
transgressors, and this element of reality, like the lead in
dolls that causes them always to return to the original
position, prevents the concept of guilt from being entirely
torn from its moorings, but it has unmistakably swung
away from the individual toward the collectivity. Guilt
has thus become a political matter, and the causal link
between act and consequence has changed its character.
In forensic employments of the concept, guilt is decided
by a jury, or a conscience, on the basis of whether some
rule has been culpably transgressed, but the issue of
collective guilt or innocence depends upon such complex
academic questions as whether the consumption of the
rich is causally linked to poverty in other countries, or
whether crime and delinquency are, in fact, determined
by social factors arising directly from a form of social
organization that correlatively benefits the rich.

[What is remarkable] is the revival of
the very old . . . doctrine of collective
responsibility under the guise of the
latest thing in scientific . . . thinking.

These are questions of such a kind that only a fool
would imagine he knew the answer. We can have even
less certainty on these matters than anywhere else in
science. But to treat this issue by invoking elementary
considerations in the philosophy of science is to miss
what is perhaps the most remarkable feature of this
intellectual fashion: namely, that it is the revival of the
very old (and in our eyes, barbaric) doctrine of collective
responsibility under the guise of the latest thing in scien-
tific and compassionate thinking. And it has been, of
course, particularly these barbaric wolves in sheep’s
clothing that have played such a devastating part of the
politics of our departing century. Doctrines of the collec-
tive guilt or the collective uselessness of whole sets of
people have led other sets of people—those with guns—
to do away with them. Guilt is a very practical question,
and we need to be clear about it if we are to avoid some
very nasty practical consequences.

That the whirlwinds of mass politics have, in this
century, swept millions of people into oblivion thus
makes it intensely important that we should keep the
firmest possible grip upon the connection between crime
and punishment, for the two ideas are so closely con-
nected in our minds that we may easily enough fall into
the trap of believing that whole classes of people whose
destruction by their political enemies, is described as
“punishment” must have been guilty. It has not been
unknown for people to think that although Hitler rather
went over the top with the Jews, nonetheless they must
have been pretty bad to have provoked such treatment.
And in the case of the victims of the Moscow purge trials,
as we know, the connection was so strong that some of
the victims themselves began composing totally imagi-
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nary crimes that would help explain why they were being
punished. The dissociation of guilt and punishment is
thus at the center of the totalitarian nightmare of our
century, and the connection runs both ways.

Adrift from its moorings in responsibility, then, guil
becomes the plaything of political and moral fashions. If
one condition of life can be guilty, then so too can any
other, and we begin to live in a capricious and unpredict-
able world. Freedom disappears not merely because of
this element of despotic caprice but also because the
concept of guilt is integral to a community of individuals
managing their own lives under rules. Without it, no state
could transfer so much of the business of sustaining a
social order away from custom to the individual con-
science.

The Hinckley verdict outraged many Americans be-
cause it seemed to exonerate an evident evildoer. Yet so

[The verdict] exploited the possibilities
of evasion that have developed . . . as

the idea of “madness” degenerates
into a catchall for our prejudices.

far as the practical outcome is concerned, the Insanity
verdict may well incarcerate Mr. Hinckley more thor-
oughly than a guilty verdict would have done: It will take
a psychiatrist of strong nerve to chance his arm certifying
that Mr. Hinckley is sane and fit to walk streets where
any phantasist can buy the firearm of his choice for a few
dollars—exploding bullets no doubt a few dollars more.
The communal instinct that condemned the verdict
seems to be based on the view that the balance between
insanity and guilt was wrongly drawn. The real problem
is how it is to be drawn at all. Stuart Taylor, Jr., who
covered the trial and wrote an excellent account in
Harper’s,!1 described John Hinckley as “a simultaneous-
ly sick and evil young man.” But if Mr. Hinckley really is
sick, 1.e., crazy, then it makes little sense to talk of him as
evil, for there isn’t really a person there at all. If, on the
other hand, he exhibited an evil disposition in the acts
that brought him to the court, then to that extent he
cannot be described as sick except in the loosest kind of
way. Mr. Hinckley made a number of statements that are
often taken as evidence of his being crazy: ... no
amount of imprisonment or hospitalization can tarnish
my historical deed . . . I’m sorry love has to be so pain-
ful.” This kind of grandiose and sentimental mush is, 1
should have thought, very familiar in most people’s lives
when, as often happens, one’s gestures are misun-
derstood. It’s horrible, but not in the least crazy. And the
evil aspect of the whole event, which lies in the irresponsi-
ble violence done to other people, is exactly what is
always objectionable about any crime, the element for
which punishment was instituted, as being a public decla-
ration of principle and a remedy for the violation of right.

The verdict may therefore plausibly be interpreted as a
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way of avoiding having to make a clear legal and moral
judgment. It exploited the possibilities of evasion that
have developed in proportion as the idea of “madness”
degenerated into a catchall for our prejudices. But the
jury was entirely right on at least one point: Aided by the
discipline of the law, it took guilt and insanity to be
exclusive categories, and it chose between them. The
popular verdict would, presumably, have been Mr. Tay-
lor’s “sick and evil,” a verdict, that is, of guilty and
insane. But no act can be both these things in the same
respect. Acts do, of course, have many aspects, and it is
therefore tempting to think of someone as being both
guilty and insane, just as Lord Byron was described as
mad, bad, and dangerous to know. The genuinely diffi-
cult cases of this kind usually arise when people it is hard
not to construe as maniacs hear supernatural voices call-
ing upon them to perform dreadful acts. The Yorkshire
Ripper case, tried in Britain in 1982, was a case of just
this kind, and by no means unilluminating when com-
pared with the Hinckley case. Peter Sutcliffe murdered
and mutilated thirteen women, some of them prostitutes,
and claimed to have been instructed to act thus by God
himself. Psychiatrists were involved in the case before
you could say “paranoid schizophrenia,” but the jury
found Mr. Sutcliffe guilty of murder, presumably on the
grounds, as stated by the prosecution, that the psychi-
atric evidence was suspect “because it was based solely
on what Sutcliffe had told the doctors . . . statements
they had accepted from a known, accomplished and
cunning liar.” 12 And that, except in very rare cases of
unmistakable dementia, would always seem to be the
problem: that, as Chief Justice Brian said all those cen-
turies ago, one cannot know the mind of a man, and that
human beings especially when on trial for serious crimes
are likely to be in the highest degree devious.

Crime and Punishment

In practice, given that the death penalty is now so
much more remote and unlikely a consequence of being
found guilty of murder, it does not greatly matter which
way the verdict goes, so long as (to use the common
formulation) “society is protected” against those who
cannot manage their appalling impulses. Yet the wider
political and cultural issues remain important because
“guilt” and “insanity” are not merely characterizations
of aspects of behavior but also proposals about how to
treat those so characterized.

The guilty are punished by authorities (including, in
the case of moral fault, such notional authorities as the
conscience or the “superego”), but the insane are treated
for their medical or pseudomedical condition by experts
basing their claim to competence upon science. The prob-
lem is that there is no science to be scientific with. This is
not, of course, to say that psychiatry is valueless, es-
pecially on its neurological and biochemical side. But the
whole project of a science of the mind is obviously rid-
dled with problems of many different types such as need
not concern other types of medical specialist. Psychia-
trists are like many other specialists in the human con-
dition: The more optimistic among them live on hope
and cheerfully tell us that “we do not yet know enough
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about . . .” The problems are unlikely, however, to be
merely a matter of accumulating the knowledge. Indeed,
one might go further and suggest that a full-grown sci-
ence of psychiatry would amount to such possibilities of
contro! over human behavior as to constitute a powerful
danger to freedom. But this is the least of contemporary
anxieties. 13

Even without much in the way of a solid science to
guide them, psychiatry is often instinctively preferred to
other options by many people who feel in their bones that
it is more humane. The basis of this sentiment is often
nothing much more sophisticated than the feeling that
men in white coats are more likely to be caring and
compassionate than prison warders, hangmen, and op-
erators with thumbscrews. In practice, this may or may
not be true, but what is certainly true is that it is a
prejudice that ought to be carefully examined. It is not
merely that the men in white coats are engaged in a kind
of scientific imposture, but also that such treatment nec-
essarily dehumanizes those it treats. In the case of the
genuinely insane there is, in a sense, no person there to
respond rationally, and this fact inevitably influences
how they are treated; indeed, it may be the only way in
which patients may have a chance of being cured. A
verdict of insanity thus amounts to refusing to treat Mr.
Hinckley as a person, a position at variance with his own
more expansive claims to be, even better than a person, a
world historical personality.

Moral Impositions

The question of whether Mr. Hinckley and others
similarly situated are sane or not might well seem to be a
matter of fact, even if a rather difficult one, and we do
make a factua) judgment as to whether such and such a
person is capable of responding to us rationally or not.
But as we have seen, these judgments are also proposals
about how people ought to be treated. Nor is this point
limited to the terms we have been discussing. Our whole
vocabulary of moral responsibility depends upon a set of
decisions we make about how to conduct our lives. To
this extent, those who are sceptical of the moral point of
view—they include Marxists, positivists, and many
Freudians—are perfectly right in thinking that the moral
view of human life, as we understand it in the West, is a
deliberate construction which is imposed upon people.
Responsibility is, in fact, as aruficial as toilet training. It
is something we start imposing upon the young from a
very early age. The same thing is true of the whole set of
ideas by which we construe the meaning of moral and
legal responsibility: such ideas as individuality, forgive-
ness, and personal identity. These ideas are, of course,
very liable to erupt into any sort of human life in one
form or another, and even the most traditional civiliza-
tion dedicated to absorbing the individual into the
group—some Buddhist cultures, for example—must de-
velop arguments about the illusoriness of an indi-
viduality likely to appear in any human society. These
arguments are by no means dissimilar to those with
which the modern therapeutic movement operates: They
amount to insisting that man 1s essentially a part of some
wider whole from which alone he gets any meaning he
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may have. Individuality is thus one of the possibilities
open to the organization of human life, and clearly a
socially disruptive one. But it has proved possible, as has
happened in the West, to build a civilization upon explos-
ing this very possibility. And the more a civilization
depends upon developing this rather than other human
potentialities, the more it will find ideas of guilt and
responsibility indispensable. In using such ideas, it treats
offenders as rational. There is obviously no point to
punishing a dog or an inanimate object. We only punish
those who can understand what is happening to them,
and punishment is therefore supremely humane in a sense
that medical treatment is not.

If this account of the moral life is true, then it follows
that the idea that moral judgments are merely the ex-
pression of the less admirable attitudes of mind, and
much inferior to scientific understanding, must be false.

We only punish those who can under-
stand . . . and punishment is therefore
supremely humane in a sense that
medical treatment is not.

Moral judgments serve to orient us in relation to a great
variety of rules, which we can never master in their
entirety and which are perpetually shifting in response
both to current sentiments and to the continuing process
of moral argument. Censure is thus often informative. It
proposes rules in terms of which we ought to judge our
behavior, and it may at times be the office of friends to
concern themselves with such things. In the decorum of
friendship, of course, censorious bullying is entirely out
of place, but this is a contingent matter of tact. It is one of
the stranger fancies of the therapeutic impulse of our time
that friends ought to accept each other totally, and with-
out a critical thought. If this were to be taken as the
criterion of friendship, then one’s best friend would pre-
sumably be one’s therapist: a fearful error. Moral judg-
ments are thus a form of knowledge, and perhaps, as
Socrates from a different perspective thought, the most
important knowledge there is. In a Henry James novel,
the heroine remarks that virtue is so boring. “What?”
says the typical Jamesian hero. “Virtue? Boring?”

Man the Master

The Hinckley verdict is, in its small way, evidence of
the manner in which our traditional moral understand-
ing is being eroded by modes of thought that are difficult
to characterize. They are positivist in claiming the war-
rant of science for what is, in fact, a new mode of living;
therapeutic!* in treating moral problems as exercises in
the management of irrationality by experts; and ideologi-
cal in purporting to reveal the social forces that, un-
known to us, actually determine how we act. What they
all share is a settled hostility to the traditional idea that a
human act is to be taken as proceeding rationally from
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the will of an individual, and that in acting thus, an
individual is choosing to characterize himself in a partic-
ular way before his fellows. Mr. Hinckley’s act was thus
rejected as a rational (and evil) decision and bundled into
the nonentity of insanity. The traditional view we inherit
is that human beings are creatures who make their own
destinies according to self-chosen purposes within a com-
plex set of rules: moral, religious, legal, and their person-
al sense of what is appropriate. And if this world is
rationally organized, then, subject always to the intru-
sion of accidents, they must take the consequences. The
jury, however, refused to take what Mr. Hinckley did as
an act, in the full sense, at all. They chose to interpret his
attempt to assassinate President Reagan as merely the
symptom of a mental disorder. As it happens, the practi-
cal consequences of this decision vary little from what
would have happened if they had found Mr. Hinckley

There is a direct connection between
the view of man as conditioned by bis
environment . . .anda. . . potentially
despotic government . . . -

guilty. But the cultural implications are very different
indeed.

The central implication is that either human acts are
expressions of the functioning of a healthy human orga-
nization, or they are symptoms of some pathology—
either social or biological. It is generally assumed that
human beings will behave in socially cooperative ways
unless behavior is distorted by some force, or pressure
(the metaphors are usually drawn from mechanics) op-
erates to destroy a natural sociability. Insanity consti-
tutes one group of such distortions, and the more so-
ciological varieties have names like sexism, racism,
competitiveness, and so on.

This set of challenges to the moral understanding of
human life presents itself as forms of liberation from
irrationality, alienation, prejudice, pathology, and the
many veiled forms of oppression from which we suffer,
yet their conjoint outcome is actually to present a picture
of human beings as mindlessly mirroring their circum-
stances. All such theories agree in asserting that we are
conditioned by society, parents, culture, the epoch we
live in, television, and much else. Marxists, for example,
argue that consumer demand, upon which capitalism is
supposed to depend for its continuance, is guaranteed by
the work of advertisers who control what we buy. They
argue in a similar vein that such institutions as schools
and the media control our thoughts. From another angle,
human behavior is treated as epiphenomenal to biology.
Again, feminists argue that more opportunities for wom-
en to enter into an appropriate profession are not
enough: Women must be motivated by the provision of
appropriate role models and surrounded by an appropri-
ate set of images from childhood onward. In the social
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sciences there has developed a remarkable propensity to
treat things called perceptions not as interpretations of
the world about which we think, but images we pick up
according to sociological and biological factors of which
we are unaware. And all of this exploration of human
irrationality is treated as if it were a new breakthrough of
scientific understanding, rather than the revival in a
modish form of a theory on which human affairs had
long been managed. The classical statement of this gener-
al theory is to be found in Book III of Plato’s Republic. It
consists in the argument that the soul absorbs its sur-
roundings, and it leads to a proposal for control of what
citizens may hear and read.

The contrast to be elucidated is, then, between the
moral point of view we have inherited and a variety of
allied challenges. The moral view postulates (with, as we
have noticed, some degree of artificiality) that human
beings are active, autonomous, and responsible. And it is
only if such assumptions have some truth that a liberal
state is possible—where the term liberal covers all mod-
ern forms of constitutional government. By contrast, the
moral point of view is challenged, in the name of realism,
by those who argue that man is but the reflection and
imitator of what he sees around him, and is thus poten-
tially victimized by his environment. The implication of
this view is that a wise government must act to control
the seductive evils by which we are surrounded. There is
thus a direct connection between the view of man as
conditioned by his environment, on the one hand, and a
strong, certainly authoritarian, and potentially despotic
government, on the other. This connection is, of course,
an abstract relation of ideas, but its reality may be at-
tested by the character of totalitarian governments. But,
one may well ask, who would do the controlling in our
nontotalitarian circumstances?

The answer is to be found, I suggest, in a significant
illogicality in the case for conditioning. That case could
not even be presented if there were not a saving remnant
that had in some way escaped the grip of the media, the
lure of the advertiser, the seduction of role models, or the
enfeebling passivity of surrounding perceptions. The
conditioning theory of man as a pure imitator is thus
marked not only by its dogmatism but also by its covert
postulation of an elite who stand above the humanity
thus characterized. It is in part, one may guess, this
oblique self-flattering character of the conditioning theo-
ry that in part accounts for its popularity, especially
among intellectuals, who are prone to feel that they have
just groped through a fog and found the truth.!®

The challenge to moral individualism offers us a bar-
gain: It offers us a remission of sins by relieving us of the
consequences of our acts, but it will ultimately demand
payment in normative and political submission. Some,
however, find this bargain thrust upon them. Such is Mr.
Hinckley’s position. Unable to construct a viable person-
hood for himself, he thought to make a home run in the
game of life by a single wild stroke. He has declared his
conscience clear, but a clear conscience in such circum-
stances is no real conscience at all. His fate is a necessary
capitulation to the kind of domesticated humanhood a
therapeutic society has prepared for him.
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. New York Times, June 8§, 1982.
. As Irving R. Kaufman called him in the New York Times

Magazine, August 8, 1982.

. New York Times, May 26, 1982.
. The First Guidebook to Prisons and Concentration Camps

of the Soviet Union, by Avraham Shifrin (New York:
Bantam Books, 1982), pp. 6263, in a typical entry about
the psychiatric hospital in the Kresty Prison in Leningrad
records that in the KGB prison the interrogator constantly
repeated, “Only the mentally ill would turn against the
Soviet State” . . . “There I came to the realization that, in
the USSR, making an anti-Soviet placard, praying to God,
trying to leave the country, or not wanting to live at all—all
meant the same thing. You were insane.”

. The idea that madness is peculiarly revelatory of our soci-

ety, which is the ultimate cause of all human misery, will
also be found on the wilder shores of psychiatry itself. Thus
we learn that something called capitalism is secking for
total control over all human experience by way of the
omnipresence of television. The aim of this sinister force is
to “destroy the chance for people to generate their own
culture by systematically expunging personal control over
production and consumption, and eliminating, by a capaci-
ty to seemingly absorb all opposition, any sense that people
can transcend the given society” (Joel Kovel, “The Ameri-
can Mental Health Industry,” in David Engleby, ed., Crit-
ical Psychiatry, Penguin: Harmondsworth, 1982, p. 77). In
the introduction the editor employs two sentences to reply
to an objection that might occur to some readers: “Psychia-
try in communist countries is beyond our scope, though one
point should perhaps be made here to anticipate the inevita-
ble objection that since the phenomena we are describing
can also be found in communist countries, they have noth-
ing to do with capitalism as such. To this we would argue
that if such is indeed the case (and the analogies [sic] are by
no means easy to establish), it reflects more the embryonic
state of socialism in the countries concerned than the in-
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Andropov and His Soviet Union

Only these points about the man need to be made:

® The first twenty years of Yuri Andropov’s career,
when he hacked his way up, were in the Stalin apparatus,
and he had become one of the dictator’s political hit men
by the time of Stalin’s death (after which he was demoted,
with others, for what amounts to excessive Stalinism).

® His success in taking power by no means indicates
great brilliance, for the competition was of an extraordi-
narily low level of credibility, and even then it only lost by
the accident of Brezhnev’s death at the critical moment.

® Internally, the campaign for discipline and against
corruption, which has so impressed certain Western com-
mentators, is a note that has been sounded half a dozen
times before, without any except a temporary and cos-
metic effect on the Soviet social and economic orders. To
the extent that it is genuine, it marks a shallow and simple
view of the problems; but in practice, as now, it has
manifested itself largely as a weapon against the corrup-
tion of the losing faction merely.

® The difference between Soviet leaders is not one
between “hard” and “soft” in any substantial sense: The
variation is, figuratively, no more than five or ten degrees
of a 360-degree circle. Even this is a matter solely of
tactics, not at all of even slightly more “liberal” aims. But
within that narrow limit Yuri Andropov’s style is hard
rather than soft—which might perhaps be crucial in a
delicately balanced situation.

® He has not consolidated his position, which is weak-
er than that of any previous successor to power; he has
very little in the way of a group of long-term clients and
followers; and at his age he has very little time to make
himself invulnerable. So the succession crisis will con-
tinue; and we may note that in previous succession peri-
ods there has been a turning inward and a relaxation of
pressure against the outside world—at least presenting
some prospects for the West if properly handled.

® Western stories of Yuri Andropov’s liberalism,
open-mindedness, and sophistication have now faded
away. Edward Jay Epstein’s exposure in the New Re-
public, February 7, 1983, of the imaginary nature of the
“human stories’ about Mr. Andropov that proliferated
six months ago hilariously demonstrates one of the ways
in which the West seeks to deceive itself. (Epstein is
wrong on only one point: The error he detects in Nikolai
Sharigan’s account is not Mr. Sharigan’s but that of his
interviewers.) But more horrible than the whisky-jazz-
and-culture image was the instant outbreak of “expert”
assertion that here at last was a Soviet leader after John
Stuart Mill’s heart. This discovery of “liberal” Soviet
rulers has been repeated every time a change takes place
at the top. Those who present it argue, indeed, that the
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U.S.8.R. is pretty liberal already, but that the newest man
is more liberal yet. This sort of thing seems to fill some
psychological need; at any rate it has no rational expla-
nation or factual basis.

® In fact we are faced, as usual, with deception or self-
deception in the West on the part of those who would
simply ignore the real background of men like Yuri An-
dropov. They pay no attention to the fact that he and his
like are the products of a history quite alien to our own
and are the exemplars of a political psychology of a type
hardly seen in the West outside small sects of millenarian
psychopaths. Indeed, though in the Soviet case the fact is
disguised by Western-type suits and a vaguely Western-
type vocabulary, the record and the motivations of a man
like Mr. Andropov are as different from our own as those
of any ayatollah.

® That any of this should need saying is a sorry com-
ment on the state not merely of knowledge but even of
good sense among Westerners who feel empowered to
advise on, or carry out, policy in the world today.

Robert Conquest

Marshall Goldman of the Harvard University Rus-
sian Research Institute has just brought out a book with
the title The USSR in Crisis: the Failure of an Economic
System.

But what is a crisis?

If it is a matter of what we in the West would call a
crisis, certainly the U.S.S.R. is in a state of crisis. It has
been, as Vladimir Bukovski points out, since November
7, 1917. After sixty years of “impetuous growth,” of
“uninterrupted progress,” the average Soviet wage is, in
purchasing power, half as large as the minimum wage in
Brazil. A peasantry twice as numerous as the whole
agricultural class of Western Europe and North America
fails to feed the country adequately. Outside the military
sector, the technological revolution has wholly failed. In
sixty years the U.S.S.R. has not invented a medicine, a
textile fiber, a plastic material, a salable computer. It is
one of the rare countries where, as Dr. Feshbach has
shown, the rate of infant mortality increases and life
expectancy in general diminishes. So: Is the U.S.S.R. in
crisis? Not at all, because what we call a crisis is not a
crisis for them,

The aim of the Soviet government is not to increase
prosperity or the standard of living. Its aim, which has
not changed since 1917, is to “construct socialism” and
to extend it over the whole world. And “true socialism”
today controls in one form or another 40 percent of the
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world’s population. As Stalin would say: “Lenin’s testa-
ment has been executed with honor.”

On Brezhnev’s death, the Soviet economic system con-
sisted of the following four elements:

e A machinery of power. Thanks to an adequate con-
centration of material and human resources, the U.S.S.R.
is today able to create armed forces that are competitive
with those of its principal adversary. Twenty years of
frenzied arming and twenty years of propaganda and
diplomatic maneuvers in favor of “detente” and the dis-
armament of others mean in fact that their forces actually
surpass those of America (at least on paper) in propor-
tions of up to four to one, depending on the type of
armament. To the armed forces one must add the police,
the propaganda apparatus, leadership of the interna-
tional Communist movement, and finally an industrial
base and research and development program mobilizing
the Soviet capacity to its optimum.

® A machinery of control. It is a question of holding
the population in a tight net, and this is what state farms,
collective farms, and planning are for. There is nothing
collective in the Kolkhozes, which are slave plantations;
there is nothing planned in a plan that does not know the
real costs and figures of production. But in this way they
can supervise their subjects and give the impression that
socialism is a reality. And finally, Gulag has its four
million lodgers.

® An economy of tolerated enterprise. The peasant
plot, the huge black market, theft at every level, the
mafias that pullulate over the whole territory of the
Soviet Union, fulfill various functions: to ensure the sur-
vival of the population, to provide the privileged with
their luxuries, to help the factories mitigate the failures
and muddles of planning, to buttress the urgent needs of
the war economy.

@ Western subsidization. This consists of stealing tech-
nology and thus sparing themselves the expense of re-
search and development; of selling petrol, gold, arms,
and raw materials; of buying at the best of prices the
grain of America, the butter of the Common Market, and
the machines of any seller; and of securing loans. These
new resources ease the task of the government by mask
ing the most dangerous inefficiences and strengthening
the machinery of power.

Such are the four pillars of the system. Is it, then, in
crisis?> From the Soviet point of view, a crisis would
mean:

® A failure of the machinery of power. The Soviet
armed forces might be technologically outclassed.

® A loss of the effectiveness of the machinery of con-
trol. If living conditions in the country and in the cities
fell below the bearable, the already low level of produc-
tivity might collapse, and who knows whether a disin-
tegration of the Polish or Rumanian type might not
follow next day.

® Galloping corruption. The mafias would end by con-
trolling the party itself and directing the political deci-
sions. The “second economy’ would end by eating away
the Soviet regime from within. Instead of the rule of
ideology, we would have a sort of savage capitalism.
Certainly such a regime would be infinitely better for the
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population than the Soviet regime, but it would mean the
end of the latter and of the international Communist
movement.

® The loss of Western subsidization.

These are the reefs through which Leonid Brezhnev
navigated so cleverly. What can Yuri Andropov do?
What is he doing?

A well-orchestrated campaign has represented him as a
friend of reform, even as a cryptoliberal. This picture has
no basis in fact. He has now been in power for six months
and his policy is clear: It is a barely modified Brezhnev-
ism.

There is no question of slowing the military effort. The
whole Soviet system is directed toward power. That is all
it can do. A change of direction would mean a change in
its nature.

The machinery of control could be reined in, but in-
stead Mr. Andropov has polished up a Stalinist panoply.
That cannot lead to much. If you stop Soviet people
evading work in the street, they will evade it in the
factories. Perhaps the black market, and the various
exchanges that allow the population to live and that
produce true wealth, can be clamped down on. The
economic effort would be negative. The gigantic scale of
alcoholism would not be diminished, or the level of theft.

Yuri Andropov is trying to apply on a U.S.S.R. scale
what his follower Geidar Aliyev tried in Azerbaijan in the
sixties: to remove the most corrupt elements in the party
and replace them by pure and tough men from the KGB.
What will happen is what happened in Azerbaijan: The
incorruptible will be corrupted in their turn. One cannot
play one section of the party against another for long;

they all have the same morals.

So far Mr. Andropov has been content to lock the rusty
iron bolts tight again. The last ambitious approaches to
reforming the system were Nikita Krushchev’s. The party
soon understood that those reforms would eventually
lead to its losing power. Since then it has given up great
projects. Yuri Andropov’s reforms are, at the U.S.S.R.
level, those of a concentration camp commandant: cut
rations, increase discipline, raise the labor norms. These
cannot be called reforms.

There remains the Western card so brilliantly played
by Brezhnev. Can Mr. Andropov rely as much as his
predecessor did on Western aid? The prospects are less
promising.

Half of Soviet hard currency comes from the sale of oil.
The price of oil is down. The Western banks have fewer
petrodollars to recycle, and they are beginning to be
disturbed at the hugeness of “socialist” debts. It will be
less easy to borrow. Selling gold? It is a last resource.
Arms? The buyers (like Libya) have less money and are
perhaps less convinced by the quality of the weapons.
Finally, there is a campaign afoot in the United States to
guard against the technological pillage being committed
by Soviet agencies, both legal and illegal.

If one adds that America can mobilize its immeasura-
ble technological superiority and quite quickly put the
Soviet army out of the running, the machinery of power is
threatened. If there existed in the West reasonably strong
political will power, informed with a clear understanding
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of the Soviet world, then truly the future would be
gloomy for Mr. Andropov, and one could speak of a
crisis.

Still, in his shoes I should not be too worried. President
Reagan will not last for ever. America’s political will
power is not unshakable, Europe’s still less. Claude
Cheysson is working on his European colleagues to lower
the interest rates on Soviet borrowing. The West has

already saved the Soviet regime in 1921 (the Hoover
mission), in 1941 (lend-lease), and several times since
World War I1. And if the goose that lays the golden eggs
becomes less generous, one can always wring its neck.
Central America is aflame. There are four Communist
ministers in Paris. As one of Aragon’s characters says,
“You see, comrades, there is no reason for despair.”
Alain Bésangon

Myrs. Facing-Both-Ways

Somebody once said of Harold Wilson, the erstwhile
British Prime Minister, “There are two things [ don’t like
about Wilson: his face.” The double-dealing of India’s
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi qualifies her for a similar
epithet,

Mrs. Gandhi made quite an impression when she vis-
ited the United States last July. Diplomats agreed she had
swallowed pride to make the trip, the first to these shores
in eleven years, and visions of renewed Indo-American
kinship were articulated by political sages. Plaudits for
Mrs. Gandhi echoed on the networks, in the print media,
even on the south lawn of the White House, where on
July 29 President Reagan toasted Mrs. Gandhi for join-
ing him in “a dialogue of discovery.”

She replied, “Our foreign policy is one of friendship for
all, hence nonalignment,” later adding, *“We do not want
one friendship [with the Soviet Union] to obstruct an-
other friendship [with the United States]. We are friends
with the Soviet Union . . . but this does not affect our
overall policy of coexistence with as many countries as
possible.”

There were no volatile issues for Mrs. Gandhi and Mr.
Reagan to discuss. The only specific disagreement—over
U.S. refusal to supply enriched uranium to India’s Tar-
apur atomic power plant without India’s acceptance of
“full scope safeguards”—had been eliminated when
France contracted to supply the fuel.

Mrs. Gandhi had several concerns to press on Mr.
Reagan. She was worried about increasing chumminess
between the United States, China, and Pakistan: Indian
strategists have long regarded this tripartite alliance as
disastrous to her national security. She wanted more
money from America for the International Development
Association, which is suffering from budget cutbacks.
She argued for more U.S. investment in India, insisting
that it was profitable despite high local tax rates. She
objected to U.S. arms sales to Pakistan, which she felt
exacerbated the Asian equilibrium just when a peace pact
between India and Pakistan was all but imminent.

But Mrs. Gandhi’s American trip was primarily a pub-
lic relations move. She didn’t have a shopping list of
Third World “wants,”” sometimes claimed as Third
World “rights.” Mrs. Gandhi most urgently wished to
clarify India’s controversial foreign policy of nonalign-
ment, to insist that India was not a vassal state of the
Soviet Union, and to convince Mr. Reagan that India’s
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friendships with the United States and the Soviet Union
need not be mutually exclusive.

Apparently, she succeeded. President Reagan seemed
charmed by Mrs. Gandhi’s rhetoric. The media forgot all
about Mrs. Gandhi’s refusal to condemn the Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan and spoke exuberantly about a new
crest in Indo-American relations. The new U.S. consen-
sus was that, in Mrs. Gandhi’s words, “nonalignment
gives depth to India’s independence and self-reliance for
it enables [India] to retain her freedom of judgment and
action on international issues.”

But soon after Indira Gandhi returned from the United
States, she made a little-noticed trip to the Soviet Union.
And if the U.S. trip was symbolic of a new crest, the
Soviet rendezvous was an occasion to strike new bargains
and to pledge to the Soviets that no illicit hugging had
gone on while Mrs. Gandhi was with President Reagan.
Mrs. Gandhi’s Soviet trip was, as one Indian columnist
wryly said, “a vow of allegiance, an assurance to
Moscow of India’s fidelity to her goals and programs
despite Mrs. Gandhi’s American junket.”

Glorious Daughter of India

Mrs. Gandhi was in Russia from September 20 to 26.
During that time she had extensive discussions with then-
President Brezhnev, Prime Minister Nikolai Tikhonov,
Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko, and KGB boss Yuri
Andropov. She spoke of “the garden of friendship” be-
tween India and the Soviet Union, a garden that she said
“will continue to yield fruit for as long as we can fore-
see,”

At the Kremlin Mrs. Gandhi told Brezhnev, “We
want to ensure that our friendship retains its strength and
relevance in the years to come. We must give no suste-
nance to those who try and weaken it.” She accepted
Soviet references to her as “a glorious daughter of Asia”
and “a goddess in our time”” and was pleased to learn that
thousands of young Russian girls now bore the name
Indira.

At the end of the Soviet trip a nine-page joint declara-
tion was issued by India and the U.S.S.R. Four pages were
devoted to proposals for disarmament, including calls for
a “nuclear freeze” on the production and deployment of
atomic weapons, and demands for a “no-first-use decla-
ration” from countries having nuclear arms. The joint
declaration also condemned bacteriological and chemi-
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cal warfare—ironic in view of the Soviet Union’s own use
of chemical weapons in Asia.

But India’s acquiescence in a joint statement on Af-
ghanistan was most troubling. New Delhi and Moscow
agreed that “the problems of the region demand peaceful
political solutions paying full respect to the indepen-
dence, sovereignty, territorial integrity, and nonaligned
status of the countries of the region” and that “India and
the Soviet Union reiterate their opposition to all forms of
outside interference in the internal affairs of countries of
the region.”

In the United States Mrs. Gandhi had said, “We do not
want one friendship to obstruct another friendship,” and
that was enough to bring on cheers from U.S. pundits and
pressmen. Mrs. Gandhi knew that not much was needed
to secure American foreign aid, which exceeds aid to
India from the rest of the world and comes with few, if
any, strings attached.

Nor is American aid seemingly mitigated by constant
denunciations of the United States and capitalism by
Indian politicians, who pocket American handouts while
blaming the U.S. for apartheid, Israeli aggression, and
world poverty. Of course, India uses American money
not for private enterprise but to bolster her flagging form
of democratic socialism, which is proving to be an oxy-
moron.

India complains about the Pakistani threat, but she
spends $5.12 billion on defense, compared with $1.54
billion spent by Pakistan. India has enough armaments
that a war with Pakistan would last no more than a few
weeks. India’s fears about U.S. sales of forty F-16 planes
to Karachi are irrelevant; the real question is whether a
poverty-stricken nation like India can afford to spend so
much on arms, including nuclear weapons.

Hugging the Bear

Mrs. Gandhi’s receipts from the Soviet Union do not
come cheap. She knows that but operates in a family
tradition of adulation for Moscow; her father Jawaharlal
Nehru, for example, lavishly praised the U.S.S.R. for
economic and social development. Mrs. Gandhi feels
that her alliances are cut out for her, that U.S. support for
Pakistan means she has nowhere to turn but Moscow,
and she perhaps sees that there is no easy way out of the
Kremlin bear hug.

India and the Soviet Union established diplomatic rela-
tions on April 13, 1947, even before India got her inde-
pendence from the British. Economic ties began with
India’s first five-year plan, and in the twenty-seven years
since then nearly eighty-five projects in metallurgy, oil,
coal, power, pharmaceuticals, agriculture, and education
have been launched.

India is the biggest trading partner of the Soviet Union
among the developing countries. Indian exports to the
U.S.S.R. rose fivefold from 1970 to 1981. Imports
jumped nearly tenfold. Since 1964 the Soviet Union has
been the largest arms supplier to India, although India
has also bought from Britain, France, and West Ger-
many. Since 1970 between 50 and 75 percent of India’s
arms imports each year have come from the Soviet
Union.
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India signed her first friendship treaty with Russia in
1971. The two countries adopted a long-term program of
trade, scientific, and technical cooperation in March
1979, a program that has “no parallel in the relations
between a developed and developing country,” in the
words of Girish Mathur, an Indian political correspon-
dent,

In May 1980 New Delhi and Moscow signed a $1.6
billion arms agreement, which is worth twice that
amount because it is in the form of loans payable over
seventeen years at 2.5 percent.

The Price of Love

I visited India recently and spoke with some military
and industrial personnel. They are not naive about Soviet
expectations and treat as only natural India’s waffling on
Afghanistan, her prompt recognition of Vietnamese sur-
rogates in Kampuchea, her implementation of Soviet
foreign policy objectives, and her reluctant purchase of
faulty and expensive Soviet machinery along with pacts
for Soviet operators and repairmen to run it. Apparently,
Moscow has successfully mandated that in return for aid,
India will stick to nonalignment rhetoric, abstain from
criticizing Soviet moves in Afghanistan or elsewhere, and
content herself with mediocre Soviet industrial supplies.

Mrs. Gandhi’s trip to Moscow “‘cemented old ties, and
opened up new avenues for further cooperation,” in the
words of the Indian Express (September 28, 1982). It
brought, in addition to the nine-page joint statement,
some concrete transactions. India and Russia agreed to
boost their trade turnover beyond the twofold increase
planned between 1981 and 1985. Moscow agreed to buy
500 million meters of Indian textiles. It also offered India
a 1,000-megawatt nuclear power plant. In 1984 the Sovi-
ets will permit Indian cosmonauts to undertake a joint
flight into space.

The Soviets were generous with India this time around,
and it is not difficult to see why. India was hosting the
1983 Summit of Nonaligned Countries and will assume
the chairmanship of the nonaligned movement for the
next three years. The press hailed the summit as a show of
moderation, but in fact it denounced the United States
eleven times and the Soviet Union, not once. Resolutions
called for disarmament and challenged the U.S. claim to
the vital Diego Garcia nuclear base. Although the summit
called for a halt to foreign intervention in Afghanistan,
the assumption was that both Soviet and Western troops
were involved, and the wording of this petition is almost
identical to the joint declaration on Afghanistan signed
by India and the U.S.S.R. last September.

So it should be clear that Mrs. Gandhi is committed to
the Soviet Union, and though she wants more American
investments and foreign aid and a pledge not to sell
planes to Pakistan, she is not willing to compromise her
Soviet allegiance for them. Rather, it seems, Mrs. Gandhi
is trying to con the United States into meeting her needs
while overlooking her Soviet trysts. Judging from Ameri-
can reaction to Mrs. Gandhi’s visit, and subsequent post-
mortem claims, she has succeeded beyond her wildest
expectations.

Dinesh D’Souza
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The Roots of Italian Terrorism

Since its unification in 1860 at the Risorgimento, three
great events have deeply affected the Italian nation: the
defeat at Adowa in 1896, when the Abyssinians fought
tiercely under their emperor, Menelek, and forced Italy
to abandon its claim to an Italian protectorate in Ethi-
opia; the disastrous retreat at Caporetto in 1917, when
Austrian troops shattered the Italian army, killing
40,000, taking 275,000 prisoners, and pushing the Ital-
ian line back to the Piave River; and the armistice of
September 8, 1943, when Mussolini was defeated. These
were not just severe trials and tragic experiences. Behind
each event looms not only the end of a great national
dream but also the menacing ghost of Italian decadence,

This divorce between highly pro-
claimed ideals and the doun-to-earth
aims of daily life accustomed Ttalians
to being . . . radically amoral.

the old and unconquered disease of Italian society. It is
this decadence that explains the feeling of tragic necessity
characteristic of Italian nationalism.

But the pessimism is apparently belied by the facts.
Adowa did not prevent Italy from entering, only a few
years later, one of its most prosperous and dynamic
periods. Caporetto did not prevent the country from
surging in the following months with a show of will that
is one of the most beautiful pages in its history. And
September 8, 1943, did not hamper the extraordinary
social and economic development of the fifties and six-
ties. The economic miracle of those years apparently
proved that the obsessions of Italian nationalists were
entirely unfounded, that moral and national issues were
not, as they thought, intimately linked. That is how
Italians came to think that Italy could exist without being
national, that a national pride, far from being necessary,
could damage its survival, development, and prosperity.

Examined more closely, however, the last great defeat
reveals one vital difference. Although the defeat at
Adowa was redeemed by the conquest of Tripolitania
fifteen years later, and the defeat at Caporetto was re-
deemed by the resistance on the Piave River and by the
counterattack at Vittorio Veneto in October 1918, the
political and moral disaster of September 8, 1943, is
unredeemed. It is a judgment without appeal because it
was pronounced on Italy not so much by foreigners as by
Italians themselves. After September 8, Italians relin-
quished all desire to be a truly national community,
inspired by great collective ambitions and a higher soli-
darity. They became again a mere sum of individual
interests camping on the same territory, held together by
habit and utilitarian motives. Italians were once again
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united and yer divided against themselves, candidly
shrewd and innocently cynical, according to the only
existential lesson that they had fully learned from their
history.

Of course, some Italians did try to infuse their com-
patriots with a sense of mission and national destiny. The
democratic parties—whose definition left out the Com-
munist party until the seventies—offered to the nation
two great myths: the Resistance and Europe. And the
Communist party offered the myths of the Resistance
and revolution. The myth of the Resistance, as conceived
by the democratic parties and by the Communists, meant
the people in arms against internal and external enemies,
and it implied that Italians could fight gallantly as long as
the goals were within the traditions and ideals of the
Risorgimento. As seen by the democratic parties, the
Resistance redeemed the country from a defeat for which
it was not morally responsible and gave Italy the moral
authority to contribute, with other European nations, to
the creation of a new motherland—a united Europe. As
seen by the Communist party, it fulfilled the popular
promise of the Risorgimento that the national ruling
class had deliberately suffocated or repressed; and it
foreshadowed the great proletarian revolution to which
the “new party” was committed under its leader, Palmiro
Togliatti (1893-1964). So, although differently inter-
preted, the Resistance was a consoling myth because it
allowed Italy to explain and justify its past and its defeat.
Similarly, Europe and revolution were the two great
prospects, offered by the democratic parties and the
Communists, respectively, so that the country could be-
lieve in its mission and destiny.

Disappointed Hopes

These three myths failed. The Resistance never became
a national legend. Confined to a few areas of northern
and central Iraly, opposed or suspiciously regarded by
large sections of the public, subject to different and vir-
tually contradictory interpretations, it exhausted its edu-
cational value with a few rhetorical formulas that today
stir a superficial echo in the national psychology.

Europe, on the other hand, stirred great enthusiasm. It
pleased modernizers because it offered the country the
natural framework within which it could hope to solve
the economic and social problems of development. It
pleased moderate and liberal nationalists because it put
Italy on the same standing as other European countries
and called them all to a common task. It pleased Catho-
lics because it would restore the great Christian empire of
the Middle Ages. And it pleased conservatives because it
meant a strong bulwark against the Communist threat.
But by the second half of the sixties, Europe was already a
forlorn hope. De Gaulle’s accession to power in 1958, the
selfishness of national pressure groups in the community,
the wearing debates on the communiry’s attitude to
Great Britain, Great Britain’s delaying tactics once inside
the community, and other factors emptied the great Eu-
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ropean promise of its moral and political significance.

One could always hope for revolution. But the Com-
munist party, while stating its necessity, refrained from
it. The declared reason was the political realism of the
Communist party—the argument, frequently advanced
by Togliatti, that revolution was impossible in a country
on the western side of the border dividing capitalist from
socialist Europe. This alleged realism, however, hid an
unavowed reason: the Communist party’s subordination
to the political strategy of the U.S.S.R. Thus the Italian
Communist party renounced its independence and made
an Italian revolution dependent on the interests of a
foreign country. The party of revolution had become the
party of the status quo.!

Three disappointed hopes, three myths that failed. We
may add a fourth: the great rejuvenating myth of Chris-
tian humanism. Busy with managing economic develop-
ment and afraid of losing power, Christian Democrats
soon renounced the political ideals of the great spiritual
movement with which they had identified themselves.
The party that during the first half of the century had
absorbed profound spiritual insights—Loisy’s modernist
experience, Maritain’s Thomism, and Mounier’s person-
alism—became a party of political managers, without
moral tension and ideals, a manipulator of votes and
political lobbies.

The failure of these myths and hopes did not remove
them from Italian politics and consciousness. They came
to represent what we may call, using a Marxist ex-
pression, the “Italian ideology.” The result was a sort of
gigantic collective schizophrenia. The official country
spoke of Resistance, Europe, revolution, and Christian
renewal, as if those myths were still alive and active; the
real country behaved like the Italy of Renaissance histo-
rian Francesco Guicciardini, pursuing the hedonistic
goals of a consumer society. Those myths, in other
words, were institutionalized, frozen, transformed into a
liturgy. They were meant to be the heart of the country,
its raison d’étre, its self-portrait and conscience; they
became hearts of stone. This divorce between highly
proclaimed ideals and the down-to-earth aims of daily
life accustomed Italians to being what they had fre-
quently been in their history: deeply and radically amor-
al. If daily behavior never coincides with the ideal princi-
ples that a society claims, every behavior becomes
possible and legitimate. It is this divorce that lies at the
root of the scandals and crime waves that have tormented
the country: kidnappings in Lombardy and Calabria,
Mafia collusion in the economic contracts in Campania
after the earthquake, the alliance between crime and
terrorism in Italian jails.

Workers’ Frustrations

Not all Italians, however, have chosen Guicciardini’s
particulare. We thus come to the subject of terrorism.
Toward the end of the sixties, the Italian divorce between
words and deeds became, for a number of Italians, glar-
ing and unbearable. On a national level the consumer
society, which the governing parties had offered the
country as a daily ersatz for their highly proclaimed
ideals, proved incapable of satisfying the growing expec-
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tations of newly emerging classes. Italian students, hav-
ing been admitted to the universities in numbers that
soon unsettled the universities’ structure, discovered that
the gift they had received was valueless and their social
promotion deceptive. In France in May 1968, such anger
and disappointment did not go beyond the universities.
But in Italy at the end of 1967, when the first symptoms
of the students’ revolution appeared, the students found
powerful allies in the new generations of the working
class, especially in Milan and Turin. This new class, of
southern and peasant stock, was thrown all too quickly
into an environment that was entirely foreign to its tradi-
tions and culture, and it experienced disappointment and
frustrations not unlike those of the university students.
Hence they formed an alliance that marked the social
situation in Italy until the end of the seventies.

Under different circumstances the parties of the left

Compared with such concrete revolu-
tionary prospects, the Communist

party’s revolution became an empty
and ludicrous slogan, a mere trick . . .

would have been able to regiment the workers and stu-
dents within their organizations and thereby to check
their expectations and protests. The Communist party, in
particular, might have again played the conservative role
that it had conveniently assumed in the immediate post-
war period, when it preached revolution as a distant aim,
and urged young people to wait with patience within the
ranks.

At the end of the sixties, however, this institutionalized
revolution was apparently within grasp elsewhere: in
Latin America, where Guevara had tried to mobilize the
rural masses; in Vietnam, where the revolutionary forces
managed to resist the greatest military power of the
world; in China, where Mao urged the people to bomb
the party’s headquarters; and even within the Soviet bloc,
where Dubcek and Gierek were lending an attentive ear
to the demand for self-government from the Czech and
Polish working classes. We know now that those phe-
nomena were heterogeneous and that each can only be
understood within its particular historical context. In
those years, however, they appeared to belong to histo-
ry’s grand design. Compared with such concrete revolu-
tionary prospects, the Communist party’s revolution be-
came an empty and ludicrous slogan, a mere trick, a sort
of people’s opium.

This picture would not be complete, however, if we did
not return briefly to the promise of Christian renewal
that had been an integral part of the Italian ideology. We
know that the Christian Democrats, absorbed by the
cares of power, had in effect renounced thatideal. But the
social function of the ideals that Christian Democracy
was abandoning for more immediate and concrete objec-
tives was still performed by the Catholic church, at the
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time the faithful and efficient ally of the party. Not unlike
the Communist party, the church played a useful conser-
vative role by checking and organizing the expectations
of the rural masses and certain young intellectuals. Not
unlike the Communist party, the church tempered its
own revolutionary message by preaching, through the
incessant educational work of the parish priest, the nec-
essary compromises with the laws of the state and with
the requirements of social coexistence. The late sixties,
however, were the years when the Catholic church went
through one of its most serious institutional crises.
Whether the great cultural revolution begun under the
papacy of John XXIII and planned by the Vatican Coun-
cil has benefited the church is a matter for discussion
elsewhere. I shall only observe that it had a double result.
First, it encouraged the students’ and workers’ protest
because some priests, defying the hierarchy, offered re-
newal and revolution not as remote targets but as goals
within reach. Second, it prevented the church from play-
ing its traditional conservative role because it was tor-
mented by its own institutional crisis and much less
attentive to Italian politics than in previous years.
[talian terrorism was born here, at the crossroads of an
unredeemed defeat, the loss of national pride, and many
unkept promises: the hedonistic one of the consumer
society, the revolutionary one of the Italian Communist
party, and the spiritual one of Christian Democracy and
the Catholic church. The biography of terrorists and
intellectuals who have explained and justified the terror-
ist option frequently reveals a double root, Christian and
Marxist. Their cultural and political progress is often
marked by the same stages: the small Christian groups
following in the footsteps of the Vatican Council, the
youth organizations of the Communist party, the Marx-
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ist or libertarian “groupuscules” proliferating in the uni-
versities after 1968, and finally the clandestine organiza-
tions of the “armed party.”

The lack of national pride—the only ideal that could
give a moral sense to the coexistence of 55,000,000
people on a peninsula of 300,000 square kilometers—
produced the double barbarity of which Italians have
been spectators and actors during the last years: the
corruption of public life and terrorism.

We now understand that the moral and civic renewal
of the Italian people was a national question, to be solved
through the creation of a national community with great
collective ambitions and a high concept of its own mis-
sion. We now understand how national pride, jealously
and lovingly nurtured, was morally necessary to main-
tain and strengthen the national enterprise that was so
precariously accomplished during the second half of the
last century.

Positive signs have recently emerged from Italian pub-
lic life. Optimism, however apparently justified, would
be at variance with the pessimism that is one of the great
virtues of the Italian Risorgimento. To fight and defeat its
own barbarity, Italy must regain consciousness of its own
identity, international role, and rights. Italy must under-
stand that salvation never comes from the outside and
that the salvation of Italians can only come from a moral
brotherhood, from a collective enterprise, and from a
proud presence in the world.

Sergio Romano

1. Cf. the interview of philosopher Augusto Del Noce with
Alfredo Todisco, “Dietro di noi un Risorgimento perduto,”
Il Corriere della sera, Milan, October 11, 1981. Del Noce
stressed the link between moral issues and national issues
that underlies my analysis.
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Banking on Cirisis

Brian Griffiths

“I do not minimize the pressures on the international
financial system and the implicit risks. Those risks in the
most immediate sense are financial and economic, but
they could potentially be broader, affecting the cohesion
and political relationship of the entire Western world.”

Paul Volcker, Chairman, U.S. Federal Reserve System

Ihe word crisis is arguably one of the most devalued
expressions in the vocabulary of modern economics. A
crisis now refers to any unexpected large movement in a
market price, such as the exchange rate, interest rates, or
the stock market, or to any adverse development in the
economy, such as sharply rising unemployment or down-
turns in gross domestic product, whether expected or
not. Whereas previously a crisis was a momentary event,
a typical modern balance of payments or inflationary
crisis may last for months or even years. Yet despite the
abuse of the term and the lavish use of such phrases as
“chronic,” “nightmare,” “financial collapse,” and
“toppling of the financial system” to describe the prob-
lems of the international banking system, the present
situation could with some justification be termed a crisis.
The dictionary definition of crisis is “turning point, es-
pecially of disease; moment of danger or suspense in
politics, commerce, etc.” Few can doubt that the an-
nouncements by the Polish governmentin early 1981, the
Mexican government in August 1982, and the Brazilian
government late last year that they were effectively broke
and therefore unable to repay enormous amounts of
interest and principal owed to Western banks, con-
stituted moments of danger and suspense both to indi-
vidual banks and to the world banking system as a whole,
and that on reflection the whole episode will provetobe a
turning point in the evolution of the international finan-
cial system. Central bankers are not normally given to
overstatement, especially not the exaggeration of any
difficulties there might be in the financial system. Thus
the opening words of Paul Volcker, who sees the crisis as
having a potential impact on the entire Western world,
need to be taken seriously.

But what exactly is a banking crisis? If the present
situation is so serious, why is it that no major Western
bank has gone bust and that the world economy now
looks poised for recovery? In any case, how did the banks
get themselves into the present mess? And finally, what
are the possible solutions to the present problems and
what are their respective advantages and disadvantages?

Sound banking depends on confidence. If depositors
are to keep their funds in a particular bank, they must be
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assured of two things: first, that the bank is solvent, so
that the total value of its assets, made up of loans to
individuals, companies, and governments, whether in
domestic or foreign currency, is greater than the total
claims it faces from depositors; and second, that the bank
is liquid, so that if depositors wish to withdraw their
funds, their demands will be met. If a bank is insolvent, it
is technically bankrupt and will cease to do business. If a
bank is short of cash, it will be illiquid, but it may still be
solvent. From time to time all banks face temporary
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THE WAY TO GROW RICH.

An 1875 lithograph.

shortages of cash and in these situations borrow cash on
a short-term basis either in the market for bank cash (the
interbank market) or from the central bank. The function
of the interbank market is to enable banks with excess
cash to dispose of their funds on a temporary basis to
other banks that are temporarily short. The alternative is
for the bank to borrow from the central bank, which will
lend to it at a penal rate in its function as lender of last
resort to the banking system. If the system as a whole is
short of cash, then the central bank, by purchasing se-

Banking on Crisis

curities from the market, is able to increase the cash held
in the banking system.

From an analytical perspective, therefore, it might
seem as if there are two kinds of banking crisis: the one
resulting from a shortage of liquidity in the system, and
the other resulting from a lack of solvency; the first the
result of mismanagement by the central bank, and the
other the consequence of mismanagement by private
banks. In practice, such a distinction gets quickly
blurred. A shortage of liquidity, resulting from inept
monetary policy, will tend to produce a loss of confi-
dence by depositors, the withdrawal of deposits, higher
interest rates, and therefore lower prices for government
bonds and bills (which are held by banks as secondary
liquidity), as well as a slowdown in real economic activity
accompanied by corporate bankruptcies.

The classic case of this kind of banking crisis was the
experience of the United States between 1929 and 1933.
In fact, during this time there were three specific crises—
October 1930, March 1931, and early 1933. The short-
age of cash in the banking system was such that between
August 1929 and March 1933 the money stock in the
United States fell by more than one third. As a result of
voluntary liquidation, mergers, and consolidations, the
number of commercial banks in the United States during
this time fell by more than one third. For example, in
November 1930, 256 banks failed, followed in Decem-
ber by another 352. In the next crisis, between August
1931 and January 1932, the period just before and fol-
lowing Britain’s leaving the gold standard, no fewer than
1,860 banks suspended their operations, holding be-
tween them $1.449 billion of deposits. In late 1932 and
early 1933 banking holidays were declared in more than
half the states, and in March 1933 a one-week nation-
wide banking holiday closed not only all commercial
banks but the Federal Reserve system as well. Following
this episode, 2,000 banks went out of business. Although
some banks may have exercised poor judgment in mak-
ing loans in the late twenties and therefore some bank
failures occurred because of mismanagement, according
to Friedman and Schwartz in their classic monetary his-
tory of the United States, their likely number, though
significant, would not have been catastrophic. The real
cause of the trouble was the inability of the Federal
Reserve to increase cash in the banking system in re-
sponse to the massive panic switching of deposits for
currency by the general public.

In a similar way, potential insolvency on the part of
banks has liquidity implications. The fact that the quality
of certain loans may be deteriorating due to the inability
of borrowers to repay means that the cash flow to the
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bank is impaired and that depositors will wish to transfer
their funds to other banks. If banks wish to restore
liquidity through the interbank market, they may well
find that the rates they have to pay to attract deposits is
higher, the increase representing a premium associated
with higher risk. This process happened during the
“fringe-bank crisis” in the United Kingdom in 1973-74,
for international banks following the collapse of the
Herstatt bank in 1974, and more recently following the
problems of Latin American countries. If banks are
thought to be insolvent, they will find it difficult to
borrow from the interbank markets at any price, in
which case they will be either bailed out by the central
bank or forced into liquidation. A case that involved a
combination of both occurred in Brazil earlier this year.
As a result of Mexican default and the fear that Brazil
would find itself in a similar position, $4 billion of depos-
its were lost from Brazilian banks over a few months,
money-market credit lines were cut, and the banks them-
selves had to pay 1 percent over the London interbanks’
rates, which in terms of traditional differentials in this
market was very high indeed. Again, in 1981 the Polish
foreign trade bank lost about $500,000,000 of deposits
in a matter of weeks when it became known that the
country would be forced to reschedule its debts. In both
cases the deposit drain obviously aggravated the prob-
lem. As a result, over the past year leading central banks
have effectively instructed leading commercial banks not
to cut credit lines to banks of debtor countries, even
though such action might have been considered prudent
from a private banking point of view.

Mismanagement

The appropriate action that a central bank should take
during a banking crisis will depend on the cause of the
problem., If the system is threatened because of a shortage
of liquidity and in particular the desire of the public to be
more liquid and increase their holdings of cash, then the
central bank should buy government bonds and bills in
the respective markets. This would immediately halt the
development of a possible domino process and restore
confidence among investors. In many domestic banking
systems, following the example of the United States in
1933, compulsory deposit insurance has been introduced
to prevent panic behavior by depositors. Under these
schemes banks have to compulsorily insure deposits up
to a certain amount in money terms. This means that if a
particular bank were to go bust, depositors’ funds would
be secure up to that amount. No such system as this exists
in the Eurocurrency markets, and therefore prompt
open-market operations on the part of the central bank
are crucial to preserving the liquidity of the system. In
addition to this there is no well-specified lender-of-last-
resort function in the Eurocurrency markets, as there
typically is in a domestic banking system.

If, however, the problem is potential insolvency be-
cause of mismanagement by an individual bank, then the
appropriate policy response would be to let that particu-
lar institution go into liquidation.

The dimensions of the present problem can be seen
from a few basic statistics. Lending by the developed
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countries to the LDCs! grew enormously in the 1970s. In
1973 net size of the Eurocurrency markets, through
which most bank lending to the LDCs takes place, was
$160 billion; by September 1982 it had grown to $940
billion. The OECD? estimates that total borrowing by
LDCs grew from $220 billion in 1976 to $626 billion in
1982. At the beginning of the last decade LDC borrowing
from both the banks and the capital markets was very
limited. Two thirds of their external borrowing was trade
related, associated with stabilization schemes linked to
the International Monetary Fund, or related to the fi-
nancing of specific projects, but this category accounted
for very little indeed.

Two factors accounted for the explosion of LDC bor-
rowing in the 1970s. One was the remarkable growth

TABLE 1

External debt owed to banks by 21 major LDC borrowers
(end of June 1982 in billions of dollars).

BIS-Reporting U.S. Banks
Banks* All 9 Large
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina $ 25.3 $ 88 $ 5.6
Brazil 55.3 20.5 12.3
Chile 11.8 6.1 3.3
Colombia 515 3.0 2.1
Ecuador 4.7 2.2 1.3
Mexico 64.4 25.2 13.6
Peru 52 2.3 1.3
Venezuela 27.2 10.7 71
subtotal $199.4 $ 789 $46.7
ASIA
indonesia $ 82 $ 24 $19
Korea 20.0 9.2 5.1
Malaysia 5.3 143 1.0
Philippines 11.4 5.3 3.7
Taiwan 6.4 4.4 2.7
Thailand 4.8 1.7 1.0
subtotal $ 561 $ 24.3 $15.4
MIDDLE EAST AND AFRICA
Algeria $ 77 $ 1.2 $ 08
Egypt 54 1.5 1.0
Israel 6.1 26 1.4
Ivory Coast 3.2 0.5 0.4
Morocco 3.7 0.9 0.7
Nigeria 6.7 1.2 0.9
Turkey 4.0 1.4 0.9
subtotal $ 36.8 $ 92 $ 62
TOTAL OF 21 LDCs $292.3 $112.5 $68.3
ALL LDCs $347.5 $125.5 §77.7
(excluding offshore banking centers)
21 LDCs AS
PERCENT OF ALL LDCs 84% 90% 88%

*Bank for International Settlements.
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performance of the most successful LDCs through the
1960s and 1970s. During this period real output in the
LDCs grew at an annual average rate of 5% percent while
growth rates in industrial countries averaged only 3 to 4
percent. These averages mask the outstanding perfor-
mance of certain countries. A number of the newly indus-
trializing countries, such as Mexico, Brazil, and Korea,
achieved even faster rates of growth and pursued policies
that encouraged foreign investment. The other factor
was the first oil price shock of December 1973, which
created large surpluses for OPEC countries (from $7
billion in 1973 to $68 billion in 1974), deficits for oil-
consuming LDC countries ($11 billion deficit in 1973 to
$45 billion in 1975), and the need to recycle petrodollars
from the former to the latter. Between 1975 and 1979

TABLE 2

Estimated gross external debt (end of 1982 in billions of
dollars) and debt service (1983) expressed as a percent of
exports* for LDC borrowers.

Debt Service

Excluding
Gross Rollover of
External Short-Term
Debt Total Debt
LATIN AMERICA
Argentina $ 38.0 154% 88%
Brazil 85.5 117 67
Chile 17.2 104 54
Colombia 10.3 95 38
Ecuador 6.6 102 58
Mexico 80.1 126 59
Peru 11.5 79 47
Venezuela 295 101 25
subtotal $278.1 117% 56%
ASIA
Indonesia $ 254 28% 14%
Korea 36.0 49 17
Malaysia 10.4 15 7
Philippines 16.6 79 33
Taiwan 9.3 19 6
Thailand 11.0 50 19
subtotal $108.8 36% 14%
MIDDLE EAST AND AFRICA
Algeria $ 16.3 35% 30%
Egypt 19.2 46 1
Israel 26.7 126 26
Ivory Coast 9.2 76 34
Morocco 10.3 65 36
Nigeria 9.3 28 14
Turkey 22.8 65 20
subtotal $113.8 58% 16%
TOTAL OF 21 LDCs $501.2 71% 30%

“Interest on gross debt plus all maturing debt, including amortization of
medium- and long-term debt and all short-term debt expressed as a percent of
exports, including net private transfer payments

Banking on Crisis

bank lending to twenty-one key leading LDC borrowers
grew at an annual rate of over 30 percent.

As a result, the situation in 1982 for leading LDCs can
be seen from Tables 1 and 2. The comparable figures for
Comecon countries for 1982 are Poland, $25 billion;
Romania, $10 billion; Hungary, $9 billion; and Russia,
$18 billion. Not only are the absolute debt figures very
large, but lending to the LDCs is concentrated among a
few key borrowers, especially Argentina, Brazil, Mexico,
Venezuela, Indonesia, and Korea for the LDCs and Po-
land for Comecon countries. It can also be seen from
Table 1 that a good deal of Brazilian and Mexican debt to
U.S. banks is due in fact to only nine banks. Total exter-
nal debt as a percentage of exports for the LDCs rose very
rapidly between 1979 and 1982 from 132 to 172 percent
for the leading twenty-one LDCs as a group and from
196 to 259 percent for Latin American countries. This
contrasts with the growth in the total-debt-to-exports
ratio between 1975 and 1979 from 120 to 133 percent.
At the same time a good deal of the increased lending
during this period was short term as banks became skep-
tical about committing funds on a longer-term basis
because of risk. Thus, the debt-servicing requirement—
the interest to be paid on external debt plus all maturing
debt—rose even more dramatically for these countries.

For example, for the LDCs as a group, total debt
service (in the way in which we have just defined it) as a
percentage of exports rose from 50 percent in 1979 to 75
percent in 1982 (in 1975 the figure was 37 percent). For
Latin America the initial figure was much higher in 1979,
namely 76 percent, but by 1982 this had reached 125
percent. Over the same period the current account deficit
was deteriorating. As a percentage of exports, the current
account deficit rose in the twenty-one LDCs between
1979 and 1982 from 12 to 23 percent and in Latin
American countries from 21 to 33 percent. It is also
interesting to notice from Table 2 the fact that the debt
service ratio at the beginning of this year for Latin Ameri-
can countries was three times the size of that of Asian
countries.

If a debtor country is unable to meet its schedule of
servicing and repayment of external debt, the lender has
two major options—either he can put the country in
default or else he can arrange a rescheduling of debt. The
choice open to the borrower is to agree to rescheduling or
else to repudiate his debt. So far recourse to repudiation
and default have been avoided by borrowers and lenders.
Rescheduling is not something new. From the end of the
Second World War to 1981 there were over eighty sov-
ereign debt reschedulings, beginning with Argentina in
1956. The average amounts rescheduled, however, al-
though growing over time largely because of inflation,
were not large: Between 1956 and 1969 the figure was
$220,000,000; from 1970 to 1976 it was $36,000,000;
and from 1977 to 1981 it was $750,000,000. Typical
countries involved were Costa Rica, Cuba, Malawi,
Pakistan, Nicaragua, Sudan, and Zaire. During the
1970s the two major reschedulings of bank debt were
Turkey and Peru with total debts outstanding of roughly
$3.5 billion to $4 billion, and as with all of the reschedul-
ings pre-1981, they did not have repercussions for bor-
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rowing by neighboring countries. That changed, how-
ever, with the Polish rescheduling of 1981, which has
affected lending to all Eastern European countries, and
the Mexican rescheduling of 1982, which has affected
lending to the whole of Latin America. At present the
Morgan Guaranty estimate is that around twenty-five
countries are in arrears, are in the process of reschedul-
ing, or have rescheduled portions of their debt, and that
the total outstanding bank debt of these countries is
roughly $200 billion {(mainly Latin American), which is
about one half of all LDC and East European debt owed
to commercial banks,

While risks in international banking have been increas-
ing over the last twenty years, the ability of banks to
handle those risks has been declining. Banks’ ability to
handle risk is measured by the amount of capital they
possess (the difference between their total holding of
assets and claims to those assets) relative to the risks they
face in doing business. A typical, if rough, measure of
capital adequacy is the ratio of bank capital to total
assets. Although it is not easy to get precise statistics and
although cross-country comparisons are difficult, one
fact stands out above all others for the last twenty years:
namely, that capital adequacy has been declining in the
international banking system over the past two decades.
For all U.S. commercial banks the ratio of equity to total
assets fell from 8.1 percentin 1960 to 6.4 percentin 1972
to 5.2 percent in 1980, while that of money center bank
holding companies (the key banks for LDC lending) fell
from 9 percent in 1960 through 4.9 percent in 1972 to
3.6 percent in 1980. Over the 1970s the same downward
trend can also be seen among the Swiss, Japanese, British,
West German, Canadian, and French banks. The cause of
this decline has been the inflation of the late 1960s and
1970s and the commercial judgment by banks that they
could afford to get along with less capital, It was because
of this decline and the fact that the banks have had to
cope with a variety of greater risks, apart from the com-
mercial and political risks of large sovereign borrowers,
such as widely fluctuating interest rates, that in March
1982 Moody’s, one of the major credit rating agencies in
the United States, downgraded the long-term status of
nine large American banks, including the Bank of Amer-
ica, Chase Manhattan, Mellon National, and Manufac-
turers Hanover from a triple A rating to a double A
rating.

Faring Poorly

The exposure of the nine largest U.S. banks to Argen-
tina, Brazil, and Mexico alone now exceeds their capital;
their total exposure to debt of all developing countries
and Eastern Europe is some 250 percent of their capital
base. For all U.S. banks the ratio of loans to nonoil
developing countries plus Eastern Europe to capital
stands at 160 percent.

The present banking crisis is a complex business, and it
would be wrong to put forward any simple causal expla-
nation. It is best thought of from three perspectives. In
the most immediate sense it is the result of an unexpect-
edly severe global recession following the second oil price
hike in 1979-80 coupled with equally unexpectedly high
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interest rates. In a less immediate sense it can be ex-
plained by the banking system’s being persuaded to carry
out a role in international finance—namely the financing
of consumption rather than trade and investment in the
world economy—very different from what it has done in
the past and for which it may not be particularly either
suited or equipped. From the broadest perspective of all,
the lack of health in the world’s banking system may be
the symptom of a rather ailing Western economic and
social system.

In a proximate sense the unexpected severity of the
world recession and the unexpected persistence of high
interest rates can account quite adequately for the pres-
ent financial problems of the LDCs and hence their in-
ability to service and repay their debt. In the second half
of the 1970s the export volume of major LDC borrowers
grew at an average annual rate of 8 to 9 percent. In 1982

. . . the ability of banks to constrain
the activities of countries is far less
than their ability to constrain the ac-
tivities of companies.

this had slowed down to 1 percent. At the same time
export prices for these countries fell by 11 percent in
dollars, and their terms of trade (namely the ratio of
export prices to import prices) also fell by 11 percent.
The dollar value of their exports was the same in 1982 as
in 1980. Following the first oil price shock in 1973-74
the L.DCs increased their borrowing in order to finance
larger balance-of-payments deficits. The result was that
in 1974-75 their growth rate was still as high as 54
percent, industrial countries soon recovered, and the
world recession proved to be of very short duration. They
continued to do the same in the early eighties. As a resul,
total external debt as a percentage of exports rose from
123 percent in 1980 to 197 percent in 1982, and the
current account deficit as a percentage of exports rose
from 12 to 23 percent.

The climate of the eighties, however, has been very

different from that of the mid-seventies. As the Thatcher

and Reagan administrations have given priority to-
wringing inflation out of the system, but without at the
same time being able to cut their budget deficits to the
same extent that they have cut monetary growth, interest
rates have risen and remained high in nominal and real
terms, with the result that the recession has proved to be
far more severe than expected. As a result, total debt
service as a percentage of exports for the LDCs rose from
47 percent in 1980 to 75 percent in 1982, and for Latin
American countries over the same period from 73 to 125
percent. Rimmer de Vries of Morgan Guaranty ran an
interesting simulation experiment, He examined the
problems of the leading LDCs on the assumption that
there had been no recession between 1980 and 1982 and
that growth in OECD countries, instead of averaging 0.6
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percent over these years, had been nearer their trend rate
and averaged 3 percent per annum. The implications of
this critical assumption are that interest rates would have
been lower, the terms of trade unchanged, and export
volume very much higher in 1982. The effect on the
developing countries is that their balance of payments
deficits would have been more than halved, external debt
would have grown much more slowly, and total debt as a
percentage of exports would have been the same in 1982
as in 1980. In this kind of world the present banking
crisis would never have emerged.

At one level, therefore, the international banking crisis
can be explained by a particularly severe and drawn-out
recession coupled with high interest rates. If, however,
we take a longer-term perspective, say a decade or two, it
becomes apparent that the role of the international bank-
ing system in the world’s financial markets has changed

. banks made a fundamental error
. in “overestimating the capacity of
individual sovereign countries to han-

dle their debt burden.”

dramatically following the oil price shock of 1973, be-
coming much more exposed to certain kinds of risk than
it was previously. The international financial markets are
made up of the Eurocurrency markets, which are markets
for bank deposits and bank credits, and the international
bond markets, which deal with issued paper. The basic
underlying reasons for the growth of these markets over
the past two decades have been the growth of the world
economy, the advent of the multinational enterprise, and
the integration of world capital markets following the
restoration of currency convertibility in the late 1950s.
Before the first oil price shock of 1973, the international
banks, roughly speaking, financed mternatlonal trade
and borrowing by private business corporations, and the
bond markets were used by governments and corpora-
tions of the industrial countries to finance investment
and to some extent balance-of-payments deficits. The
LDCs borrowed little from either the Eurocurrency or
the bond markets.

Following the oil price rise of 1973 and the creation of
an enormous imbalance of payments between OPEC
countries and the rest of the world, there was a need for
the OPEC surplus to be recycled to deficit countries, and
this took place largely through the banking system, not
the bond markets. The reasons for this were the prefer-
ence of the OPEC countries for holding bank deposits
rather than bonds, and the fact that the banking system
may have been a more efficient channel of intermedia-
tion. Whatever the reasons, it produced three major
changes in international banking. First, banks became
involved in acting as intermediaries between the public
sectors of various countries: The OPEC surpluses were
deposited by governments and borrowed to a large ex-
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tent by sovereign governments, nationalized industries,
and public institutes. This meant that banks were expos-
ing themselves directly to political risk in a way they had
hitherto avoided. If the behavior of their capital asset
ratios is anything to judge by, the banks therefore judged
this political risk as being less than normal commercial
risk. The fundamental assumption was that while com-
panies could go bankrupt, countries could not. It has
turned out, however, that the ability of banks to con-
strain the activities of countries is far less than their
ability to constrain the activities of companies.

Second, as a result of the recycling of the OPEC sur-
pluses as well as the attractive growth rates of the LDCs,
the LDCs became major borrowers in the international
financial markets. By the end of the 1970s the LDCs were
responsible for something like 30 percent of borrowing
in the markets, and that borrowing was mainly from the
banks rather than the bond markets.

Third, as a result of acting as intermediaries between
public sector OPEC deposits and LDC governments, the
banks found themselves in medium-term balance-of-pay-
ments fmancmg rather than temporary trade and financ-
ing for private corporations. But general balance-of-pay-
ments financing amounts to the financing of consump-
tion rather than specific trade and investment projects.
And though the banks have provided balance-of-pay-
ments financing in this way, it has been on easier terms
than that provided by the International Monetary Fund
(forlonger periods of time and without the conditionality
requirements imposed by the fund), and it has not been
nearly as linked to project finance as it might have been if
it had been channeled through the World Bank.

It is the combination of these factors, added to the
unexpected severity of the recession, that has led Rimmer
de Vries of Morgan Guaranty and doyen of international
bank economists to argue that the banks made a funda-
mental error of judgment following the second oil price
shock in “overestimating the capacity of individual sov-
ereign countries to handle their debt burden. Some tradi-
tional yardsticks applied in assessing creditworthiness
were discarded by borrowers and lenders as long as they
felt that countries had ready access to international capi-
tal markets. Lenders were drawn to an attractive and
increasingly competitive market environment, as more
and more banks became active participants in interna-
tional loan syndications. Bank managements and gov-
ernments—and the international institutions as well—
were caught up in pervasive faith in almost inevitable
economic growth.”

Dominoes

There is one other factor not mentioned by de Vries
that must be important. The prevailing but unwritten
assumption in the international banking system is that
although the world’s leading central banks might permit
small banks in their respective countries to go into liqui-
dation, they would not allow large banks to go the same
route. For example, the U.S. Federal Reserve is unlikely
to allow Chase Manhattan or Citibank to go the wall
even if the banks have been mismanaged. They might
change the management, and they might inject tempo-
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rary capital, but they would not allow banks of this size
to go out of business. The reason is simply the fear that
the domino effect of such a failure would be potentially
so great that it would be prohibitive. Never mind for the
moment whether this fear is in fact correct. But assume
that this is the prevailing judgment among the banking
community. It means that leading commercial banks will
be perfectly willing to join a syndication for lending
purposes, as the most that is at risk for bank management
is their job, and if they are linked to each other through
syndication, even that becomes a remote possibility. If
this analysis of the prevailing view is correct, it means
that large banks are not subject to the normal constraints
of the marketplace, and that raises a major problem for
public policy in this area.

The third and more general explanation for the present
crisis is that it is part of the wider economic problems
facing the Western world. “You cannot have a healthy
financial or banking system in the middle of a sick econo-
my” is a commonly heard expression among bankers.
Though this might well have an immediate relevance to
the world recession and high interest rates, it also has a
more general relevance. It is impossible to shield banking
from the wider economy as bank borrowers and depos-
itors are themselves the consumers and corporations who
make up the economy. The problem of the U.S. banks in
the late twenties and early thirties was related to the
problems of the Great Depression and the mismanage-
ment of monetary policy. The “fringe bank” crisis in the
United Kingdom in 1974-75 was related to the great
inflation and the subsequent collapse brought about by
Mr. Heath’s irresponsible conduct of monetary and fiscal
policy.

Since the late 1960s the Western world has suffered
from growing government and a high and volatile infla-
tion that has undermined corporate balance sheets, pro-

duced high and volatile interest rates, and indirectly

caused the OPEC price hike and the painful monetary
and fiscal policies that have been necessary to deal with
the problem. In this sense the problems of the banks are
symptoms of something much greater.

Present Danger

The crisis has produced an enormous variety of possi-
ble solutions ranging from reflation in the Western world
to the reform of the IMF and the World Bank, the cre-
ation of new international institutions, restructuring of
LDC debt from the banks to the capital markets, the
creation of an international lender of last resort, the
tightening of the supervisory net on banks, and the im-
position of a cap on the total indebtedness of each bor-
rowing country. The danger at present is that the real
risks the system faces will lead policy makers into tempo-
rary solutions and the creation of new institutions that
will prove to be long-term liabilities. In my view a sound
approach would have four major features.

In the first place, it should require the developed coun-
tries to pursue sound medium-term monetary and fiscal
policies. Just as the immediate cause of the crisis has been
high interest rates coupled with an unexpectedly severe
recession in industrial countries, so the solution lies in a
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strong recovery. High real growth in OECD countries
would mean a rapid growth of export volume for LDCs,
higher export prices, an improvement in the terms of
trade, and a falling debt-export ratio for the developing
countries. Such recovery, however, will not result from a
traditional fiscal boost to Western economies. Although
unexpected increased public sector spending or tax cuts
may produce a boost to spending and real output, public
sector deficits will also increase—accompanied by an
increase in the general level of interest rates, This will
have the effect of cutting back expenditure so that in the
medium term there will be no net increase in either
output or jobs in these countries. The key equipment for
medium-term stability is that countries pursue declining
targets for monetary growth and for public expenditure
and public deficits as a proportion of gross national
product. This offers little comfort to the LDCs in the very

. . . the mystique has grown up that
banks are different from other sorts of
companies, that . . . banks cannot fold
because of the domino effect.

short term, but it offers the only viable long-run solution.

A second element in a sound solution is that banks that
have been mismanaged and have thus judged risks
wrongly must be allowed to go into liquidation regard-
less of size. Over the postwar years the mystique has
grown up that banks are different from other sorts of
companies, that although such companies as Laker and
de Lorean can go into liquidation, banks cannot fold
because of the domino effect. It is true that in one respect
banks are different from other kinds of business. If a
bank failure were to lead to a panic run on the banking
system as a whole, then an individual bankruptcy could
lead to a withdrawal of deposits from the system as a
whole, a contraction of the money stock, and a deflation
within the financial system that would have a much
greater effect than the failure of an individual bank. This
is the argument for deposit insurance—depositors are
assured of the security of deposits up to a certain amount
even in the face of failure. In most countries the monetary
or regulatory authorities have introduced some form of
deposit insurance. In consequence it seems unlikely,
therefore, that such a panic would take place. In addi-
tion, if the central bank (unlike the U.S. Federal Reserve
between 1929 and 1933) were to provide as much liqui-
dity as the private sector needed during the days follow-
ing a bank failure and make very clear to the public their
intentions not to let a domino effect take place, the
probability that a run on the system would develop must
be rated very small. If, despite the force of these argu-
ments, the authorities persist in arguing that certain
banks are simply oo large to be allowed to go into
liquidation, this must cast serious doubts on that coun-
try’s competition policy in the financial sector. No bank
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should be so large that its size makes it an effective shield
against the rigors of the marketplace. The tragedy at
present in discussion of solutions to the banking crisis is
that very few of the proposals accept that individual
banks must face up to the consequences of mismanage-
ment.

Reflation

A third element in resolving the present difficulties is
that existing international institutions, such as the IMF
and the World Bank, should not be given new resources
and functions and that new institutions should not be
created. This is possibly the greatest danger of all at
present. Ever since the demise of the Bretton Woods
international monetary system in 1971-73 and the intro-
duction of floating exchange rates, the IMF has been
looking for a new role to play in the international mone-
tary system. The danger at present is that the banking
crisis may well provide such a role and that the end result
will be not only to let debtor countries off the hook rather
lightly but also to shore up inefficiently managed banks
and, through the creation of new special drawing rights,
give impetus to a resurgence of world inflation. It is very
difficult to believe that with the increased resources al-
ready voted for the IMF, the outcome will be anything
but inflationary. In strict logic this result need not fol-
low—but avoiding this outcome would require countries
to reduce their money stocks in line with their increased
contributions to the fund.

Just as damaging as a boost to world inflation would
be the creation of new institutions whose raison d’étre
was the regulation of the world’s banking system. A
major factor in both the growth of world trade over the
past thirty years and the phenomenon of the newly indus-
trializing countries has been the rapid growth of the
Eurocurrency markets and the international bond mar-
kets, which have provided truly international money for
the world economy and channeled savings to areas of
productive investment. One critical reason for the suc-
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cess of these markets has been the absence of regulation
(regarding cash, liquid assets, direction of investments,
capital, or interest rate levels), which is tantamount to a
tax. The general effect of the imposition of a tax on any
industry is to reduce its size, and precisely this would
happen in the case of the financial markets.

The fourth element in developing a way forward must
be to avoid the temptation to undertake any great con-
version of bank debt into bonds. The international banks
have made substantial profit from lending to the LDCs
over the past ten years. The risks from their management
decisions over this period are not evident. The demand by
bankers for some conversion is simply an attempt to
transfer the risks from their shareholders to the taxpayers
in their respective countries.

In addition, it is highly doubtful whether in the long
run the LDCs themselves would benefit from changing
the ratio of bank to bond finance. The banks have acted
as very efficient intermediaries since the first oil price
shock of 1973, and there is no reason to doubt their
ability to continue in this role.

The international banking crisis has proved to be a
salutary reminder to the world’s banking system that the
risks banks take are crucially dependent on the loans they
make. It would be a great tragedy if Western govern-
ments attempted to devise solutions to the present prob-
lems that basically shielded them from this fact. The
outlook, however, is not necessarily bleak. Some banks
should be allowed to go into liquidation. The sense of
reality that this would bring to the banking community
would do nothing but good. At the same time, if Western
countries pursue sound monetary and fiscal policies, they
will be doing the most within their power to lay the
foundations for medium-term stability and recovery.

1. Less developed countries.
2. Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.

Photo credit: Library of Congress 11419-262-662. Policy Re-
view added the balloon labeled “Third-World Loans.”

35



Bilingual Education

Training for the Ghetto

Robert E. Rossier
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Historically, one of the most important ways for
immigrant children to achieve economic, social, and po-
litical access to the American dream has been through
education. Besides offering these students the opportuni-
ty to carry their studies to a level not possible in most
countries, American public schools have given them
what may be the most important opportunity of all-—the
chance to learn the language of the country. Now this
critical avenue to success is being narrowed. The modern
immigrant has been betrayed by a confederation of
power-seeking politicians, unprincipled educators, and
unwitting Americans.

Though no single person or group is totally responsible
for this betrayal, much of the culpability can be assigned
to the leaders in the bilingual education movement.
There are many sincere people involved—parents, teach-
ers, administrators, legislators—who, however noble
their intentions, do not understand that bilingual instruc-
tion can only retard the learning of English. My criticism
is directed at those who know how bilingual programs
affect the learning of English and still defend the theory
despite its inefficacy in practice.

The myth of bilingual education has been built on
ignorance about how immigrants learn a new language.
The premise that inspires almost all justification for bi-
lingual programs—that because non-English-speaking
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students find it difficult at first to understand concepts in
the new language, they should receive subject matter
instruction in the home language—breaks down upon
analysis. Yet this premise is almost universally accepted,
by opponents as well as proponents.

The judiciary in particular has been duped by the
argument that instruction must be given in the home
language so that students do not fall behind in their
studies while they learn English. The question of when,
where, and how they are to learn English if they are using
another language is always left unanswered, if it is ever
asked. Judge William Wayne Justice, a federal judge in
Texas who has been elevated to the ranks of liberal
sainthood because of his several landmark decisions on
integration and bilingual education, expressed this credo
very simply in a recent decision that ordered bilingual
education to be extended to all grades of Texas schools.

Unless they receive instruction in a language they
can understand pending a time they are able to
make the transition to aﬁ English classrooms, hun-
dreds of thousands of Mexican-American children
will remain educationally crippled for life, denied
the equal opportunity most Americans take for
granted.?

Implicit in his statement is the assumption that somehow

Policy Review



»

-y

357Q1A~'§LAV/C~ ITALIAN * POLION = RUSSIAN = TURK = GREEK ™ IRISH = LITHNUNIA

Children of eighteen nationalities at Public School Number 1 in New York City, 1926.

these students would learn English as they received in-
struction in the home language.

Another star of the federal bench, Judge Paul Egly,
who presided over the Los Angeles school desegregation
case until he finally resigned in a pique, recently com-
plained about California’s “inhuman” treatment of His-
panic students. Egly blamed the state’s bilingual educa-
tion law, which he said had caused this type of education
to be “ineffective in Los Angeles because of a lack of
qualified [bilingual] teachers.”? Like his Texas colleague,
Egly assumes that immigrant students learn English by
means of translations provided by bilingual teachers.

But this sublime credulity about bilingual education
has not been restricted to the judiciary; it has captured
the liberal mind of the media. The Los Angeles Times, for
example, published an editorial last year that was a
masterpicce of confused and contradictory thinking.3
Though the Times conceded that “children can be taught
English by hearing English,” it concluded that because
they “are often immersed at home and in the street in
Spanish only, the bilingual approach often works bet-
ter.” That is, in order for children to learn English, it is
better for them to hear less English than to hear more
English.

Critics of bilingual instruction have done no better
than their liberal opponents in demonstrating their com-
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prehension of the issue. They often equate bilingual edu-
cation with bilingualism, for example, and from this
supposed equivalency stems their contention that bi-
lingual education is bad because it promotes bilingual-
ism, which they believe to be socially divisive. Social
division may indeed be a consequence of bilingual in-
struction, but not because such education contributes to
bilingualism—because it does not. Instead, bilingual pro-
grams often retard English language learning and thus
inhibit the communication that is so necessary to social
understanding and harmony.

Bilingualism is not socially undesirable. Rather, it can
be of positive value not only to the individual but also to
society. If immigrants (a cover term in this article for legal
immigrants, illegal aliens, and refugees) learn to function
well in English, they will add English to their first lan-
guage and by definition become bilingual. Unless we
believe that the ability to communicate in English creates
social division rather than unity, immigrant bilingualism
will benefit our society. The key point of dispute, then,
has to do with whether students can learn English more
efficiently by instruction in two languages or in special
English programs.

The allegation that bilingualism is socially divisive is
the weakest argument against bilingual education, yet
this was the ineffectual stance of California’s former
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superintendent of public instruction, Max Rafferty, who
not long ago called it the hoax of the eighties.* He
avowed that immigrant children should learn English so
that the country would not be “balkanized” but then
demonstrated his lack of understanding of how they were
to learn the language by attacking the phrase “English as
a second language,” a term used for at least 15 years to
signify a variety of education programs and methods that
have one thing in common: They teach English by using
special instruction in English.

Ironically, critics of bilingual education miss the very
point that would invalidate the case for bilingual educa-
tion—that English cannot be learned through instruction
in Spanish, Chinese, or any other language. For several
reasons bilingual instruction retards the learning of En-
glish. First, the amount of time that the learner has to
interact with speakers of the new language is critical; in
bilingual programs that time is considerably less than in
other language programs. More important, because of
the heavy emphasis on translation in bilingual programs,
many students become inhibited about responding in
English when they know the teacher understands their
native language. Only a few highly motivated, gifred
students can surmount this obstacle. Most immigrant
students in bilingual programs become habituated to
responding in their native language and find it difficult to
reach the point at which they no longer translate into
English but instead think in English.

If the bilingual movement has an Achilles heel, it is its
record of being unable to produce significant research
and objective evaluations in support of the bilingual
method. It would seem that in the ten-plus years these
programs have been operating, some conclusive evidence
could answer the question, are bilingual programs doing
a better job of teaching English than the programs they
replaced? But researchers have rarely tried to answer that
question. Instead, they have studied and evaluated ques-
tions related only remotely to language learning, and
they have shown little objectivity in doing so.

Nary a Shred _

In 1978 Rudolph Troike, then director of the federally
funded Center for Applied Linguistics and a bilingual
enthusiast, unintentionally focused on the failure of bi-
lingual proponents to offer empirical justification when
he pointed out that the Bilingual Education Act of 1968
(Title VII) was passed by Congress “largely as an article
of faith, with little research to support it.”5 In a mono-
graph written for the National Clearinghouse for Bi-
lingual Education, he admitted, “We have very little
more of a research base for bilingual programs than we
did 10 years ago. . . . Unfortunately, although evalua-
tions should be a prime source of data on program re-
sults, the vast majority of them are worthless for this
purpose.”

As an example, Dr. Troike cited a survey done by the
Center for Applied Linguistics in developing a master
plan for the San Francisco schools. The survey found that
only 7 of 150 evaluations met even “minimal criteria for
acceptability and contained usable information.”® An-
other survey, done by the Northwest Regional Educa-
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tional Laboratory, resulted in the rejection of all but 3 of
108 evaluations and 12 of 76 research studies. The won-
der of all this is that in ten years the federal government

.alone had, by Dr. Troike’s own admission, appropriated
'‘more than half a billion dollars (worth close to a billion

now) for bilingual education without a shred of evidence
that this instruction had helped anyone except the bu-
reaucrats themselves,

In 1975, however, an evaluation was published that
would soon be used by partisans as empirical evidence
that bilingual education worked. Although Andrew Co-
hen, a doctoral candidate at Stanford University, was
cautious in generalizing about the results of his study of
the Redwood City (California) Bilingual Project, he
was not reluctant to state, “The preliminary results of
this study are highly supportive of bilingual/bicultural
schooling,” and on the strength of these admittedly pre-

[It is important to] researchers that
bilingual programs grow by constant
reinforcement of the myth that such
mstruction is superior.

liminary results he recommended that “bilingual pro-
grams should be implemented and continued else-
where.””

Mzr. Cohen’s “A Sociolinguistic Approach to Bilingual
Education” has been one of the studies most frequently
cited in support of bilingual education. The study cov-
ered the 1970-71 and 1971-72 school years and in-
volved four groups of students, two experimental and
two control, in two schools in Redwood City. In all,
ninety Mexican-Americans (whom Mr. Cohen fails to
distinguish from Mexican students, who comprised ap-
proximately a third of the students in the experimental
groups and almost half in the control groups) took part in
the experiment. The experimental groups received bi-
lingual instruction; the control groups received instruc-
tion only in English.

The questions Mr. Cohen asked centered on two com-
parisons. First, after several years of bilingual instruc-
tion, were the children in the experimental groups as
proficient in English language skills as the control-group
children, who had been taught only in English? Second,
were the experimental-group students more proficient in
Spanish? Yes, on both counts, he concluded. But his
conclusions are questionable if one examines the data
carefully.

His data showed that for most measures of English
language skills the control groups, not the experimental
ones, were superior. For example, although he mini-
mized the differences, the data demonstrated that the
control groups were clearly superior in the critically im-
portant skill of reading. For other language skills the
results were more mixed but still favored the control
groups. The really surprising results, though, indicated
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that the students who had no Spanish instruction had
done as well as or better than the experimental students
in several measures of Spanish language, including read-
ing.

It was not until some years after the Cohen study was
published that questions were raised about its value to
the cause of bilingual education. Although Rudolph
Troike noticed the contradictory results in reading,® he
still refused to find fault with the bilingual method and
instead reported that improper implementation of the
method, not the method itself, was responsible for the
disappointing results.

Another authority on language teaching, Nicholas
Hawkes of the University of York, England, finally pene-
trated the rhetorical fog that obscured the Redwood City
study. In reviewing Mr. Cohen’s report of the study in the
International Review of Education in 1979, Hawkes
gently posed a devastating question:

Later results from grades 35 . . . showed that by
1974 the English-only group were still doing re-
markably well in Spanish compared with the
[bilingualyeducation] children, yet were well ahead
of them in English reading. One is therefore
prompted to ask: if Spanish-speaking children who
are taught no Spanish can compare so favourably in
Spanis% with bilingually taught children, while
drawing ahead of them in English, is the Spanish
medium element in schooling really essential to the
realization of the linguistic aims of [bilingual edu-
cation]??

Professor Hawkes had to know that without what he
calls the Spanish medium element, bilingual education
would no longer be bilingual.

The Cohen study typifies most of the research and
evaluation of the last decade: The enthusiastic conclu-
sions seldom follow logically from the data, and few
people notice. What is important to the researchers is
that bilingual programs grow by constant reinforcement
of the myth that such instruction is superior to mono-
lingual, English instruction because it helps maintain the
home language without retarding English language de-
velopment. The question of special-emphasis English
programs is carefully avoided, thus establishing in the
public mind that there is no alternative to bilingual edu-
cation.

Despite its inadequacies, the Cohen study has had far
more political influence than almost any other research
work in the field. An example of the impulse it has given
to bilingual education in California can be found in a
publication of the state’s department of education. Bi-
lingual Program, Policy, and Assessment Issues, issued in
1981, consists of scholarly papers written partly to coun-
teract two highly publicized reports critical of bilingual
education—the federally funded American Institutes for
Research (AIR) study of Title VII bilingual programs,
and Noel Epstein’s monograph on alternatives to bi-
lingual education, which in the late 1970s had shaken
public confidence in the bilingual concept. The Califor-
nia report was an attempt to repair the damaged image of
the concept and to assert the state’s leadership.

Bilingual Education

Six nationally distinguished educators were commis-
sioned by the state to lead panels of experts, who then
formulated recommendations and prepared written re-
ports for the publication. Chosen to write the most im-
portant section, that dealing with non- and limited-En-
glish-speaking students, were Heidi Dulay and Marina
Burt, researchers with a national reputation for their
study of second-language acquisition. '© Their treatment
of the topicin the report explored a number of theoretical
and practical facets of bilingual education and concluded
with a defense of its effectiveness.

Misses Dulay and Burt roundly criticized the AIR re-
port and the Epstein monograph for methodological
shortcomings. They produced a list of nine studies and
three demonstration projects that met their supposedly
rigid standards and broke these sources down into ten
categories. The Cohen study appears in seven of the ten.
Further scrutiny shows that although the authors consid-
ered nine studies acceptable, only six appear in the cate-
gorical listings, and of these, two were conducted in the
Philippines and Mexico, where linguistic and sociologi-
cal situations are so different that valid comparisons with
U.S. language programs cannot be made. And so the
department of education of California, the state with the
nation’s largest population of immigrant children, cham-
pions bilingual education on the basis of foreign studies
that are not relevant and studies whose results directly
contradict the conclusions of the researcher.

If little valid evidence substantiates the bilingual lob-
by’s claims, then it is logical to ask about the alterna-
tives—programs to help immigrant students learn En-
glish rapidly without exhausting the resources of school
districts. The most pervasive fiction of the bilingual my-
thology is that the only alternative to bilingual classes is
the “sink or swim” method, in which immigrant students
are placed directly in regular classes taught in English and
receive little if any special help in learning to speak the
new language.

Political Motivations

This country has a long history of educational pro-
grams for immigrant students. Los Angeles has had spe-
cial English programs since 1915, and up to the advent of
bilingual education in the 1970s, they enabled many tens
of thousands of students who spoke little or no English to
be integrated into the schools’ regular classes. The pro-
grams were organized differently at the primary and
secondary levels, and the instructional methodology var-
ied over the years, but the common goal was to provide
special English classes away from the regular classroom
until the student could function with English-speaking
classmates. The best of these programs acknowledged
that students have different capacities for learning lan-
guage and recognized that most of their ability to learn
English would come from interaction with English
speakers both in and out of school, not from formal
language instruction. For this reason most of the old
programs were integrative, not segregative, as are bi-
lingual programs.

There is almost no mention in the literature of such
programs, probably because before the bilingual revolu-
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tion the education of immigrant students was not seen as
having political potential. Now it appears that bilingual
partisans will attempt to suppress any efforts to compare
alternatives with the bilingual method. A case in point:
The Los Angeles school district, which claims almost
100,000 students in bilingual programs, has not only
failed to publish any study that would give objective
evidence of those programs’ effectiveness but also ap-
pears to have detoured, hidden, and actually aborted
studies that would compare other methods with bilingual
instruction.

One study that apparently was aborted was an evalua-
tion of the Title VII Bilingual Schools Project for the
1977-78 school year. The experimental group for the
study consisted of students in bilingual programs, and
the control group was made up of students who received
instruction in English as a second language. Both groups
were tested in English language skills, and the data were
sent to a private research firm, which had a $29,000
contract to evaluate them. After the testing, however,
official mention of the study ceases. No formal report of
the results, either written or oral, was ever presented to
the Los Angeles board of education, which funded the
study.

Buried Evidence

The significance of this study—and of its disap-
pearance—should not be overlooked. Almost all other
studies of bilingual education have used control groups
of students in regular classes, in a sink-or-swim situation,
without special help in learning English. This study
would have compared students receiving bilingual in-
struction with those placed in special classes designed to
help them learn to speak, read, and write English.

In the same school year a speech therapist in the Los
Angeles school district received approval from the board
of education to compare primary-school students who
spoke mostly Spanish and received bilingual instruction
with those receiving special English-only instruction. But
the study never got off the ground because, as the speech
therapist told me, district officials said it would duplicate
a study of wider scope planned at the state level. To date,
however, the state department of education has not pub-
lished any studies even remotely similar to that aborted
Los Angeles study.

At least three other studies on immigrant English
learning in the Los Angeles schools have been buried in
district archives over a number of years. The earliest was
a statistical analysis of 150 high school seniors (most of
them from Spanish-speaking countries) who had come to
the United States in the junior high or senior high school
years, studied English in a special program and then
graduated. Despite their relatively short residence in the
United States (three to six years), these students com-
pared favorably with their English-speaking classmates
in class rank, grade-point average, occupational choice,
and post-secondary educational plans. The students’ per-
formance in the regular educational program was es-
pecially notable, with more than 61 percent achieving a
2.0 (C) average or better in high school.

In 1975 Richard Shea investigated student and paren-
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tal attitudes toward English and Spanish, including their
relative preference for English-only instruction, bilingual
instruction, and Spanish-only instruction.!! The study,
undertaken in a San Fernando Valley junior high school
with mostly Spanish-surnamed students, found that de-
pending on the subject to be taught, 66.8 to 82.9 percent
of the 960 student respondents and 58 to 71.8 percent of
the 254 parents preferred English-only instruction.

The third buried study dealt with personality variables
in learning English as a second language.!? Data indi-
cated the importance to the learner of in-school exposure
to English in addition to structured English lessons.

Results of those studies have never surfaced in the Los
Angeles board of education’s reports. Objective evalua-
tion of bilingual education programs in Los Angeles,
then, has been carefully avoided, and there has been a
pattern of suppression of district, state, and independent
research having potential for showing that alternative
programs would be superior to bilingual programs. Is
what has happened in Los Angeles typical? Remember
that Dr. Troike’s 1978 survey of evaluations nationwide
described most as “worthless.” During the early years of
bilingual education comparisons of bilingual programs
with other methods could easily have been carried out;
today it would be difficult, since politicians in many
states have given bilingual programs a monopoly, pro-
hibiting other special language programs by law or
through federal or state funding regulations.

Why has there been such reluctance to evaluate bi-
lingual programs objectively? Why aren’t bilingual eval-
uations conducted by individuals or organizations with
no vested interest in the perpetuation of these programs?

The most intriguing question will probably not be
answered because of the powerful political pressures
associated with the bilingual education movement: Does
bilingual education provide equal educational opportu-
nity to students who speak languages other than English,
as required by Lau v. Nichols? That landmark Supreme
Court decision has been interpreted as a mandate for
bilingual education. The plaintiffs, certain Chinese stu-
dents in the San Francisco schools, sued the school dis-
trict because instead of being given special English in-
struction, as were some other Chinese students, they
were placed in the regular program with English-speak-
ing students. The Court decided that the plaintiffs were
being deprived of equal educational opportunity in ac-
cordance with the 1964 Civil Rights Act. No particular
type of instruction was sought by the plaintiffs, nor was
any specified by the Court, although both bilingual class-
es and special all-English instruction were mentioned as
possibilities.

Hoodwinked

Thus Lau v. Nichols did not mandate bilingual educa-
tion; it permits any special instruction that would pro-
vide equal educational opportunity. The Court found
that the instruction must be special in that it would
enable the students to learn English outside the regular
classroom, where they were at a disadvantage. When
they had achieved sufficient proficiency in English, they
would enter the regular program to enjoy the same op-
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portunities available to native English-speaking students.

It follows that the test of any special language program
should be its efficiency in teaching English. The lack of
evidence that bilingual education has any positive effect
in promoting English language learning leads to the ines-
capable conclusion that this method does not meet the
Lau test.

Why, then, has this type of instruction been so vig-
orously promoted and so little criticized? The answer is
that the bilingual educa-
tion movement has been
a political rather than an
educational movement.

The leading spokes-
men of the movement un-
derstood that the estab-
lishment of bilingual pro-
grams had enormous po-
litical and financial po-
tential. They got away
with it because language
learning offered the per-
fect shield from criticism:
Americans have been
spectacularly unsuccess-
ful atlearning second lan-
guages, and because of
their relative lack of lin-
guistic and cultural so-
phistication, they have
been quick to accept the

peers.” 3 This charge is not new; Noel Epstein criticized
the segregative character of bilingual programs some
years ago in a monograph that drew outraged howls of
protest from bilingual activists.14

If the programs segregate and reduce educational and
economic opportunity, why are they still defended? In
her article Abigail Thernstrom laid the body on the door-
step: “The programs provide both employment and po-
litical opportunities, as schools are forced to hire His-
panics without regular
teaching credentials, and
as students are molded
into an ethnically con-
scious constituency.”

Her indictment is un-
derstated. Many of those
involved with bilingual ed-
ucation—teachers, aides,
administrators, school
board members, legisla-
tors, researchers, textbook
authors, publishers—have
benefited directly from the
establishment of bilingual
programs in the public
schools.

If the reward was not
in new teaching jobs, it
came in promotions to
administrative and super-
visory positions and to
new slots for consultants

claims of the bilingual ac-
tivists. Even if they did
not entirely accept them,
Americans have been re-
luctant to criticize for
fear of displaying igno-
rance. And so most of the

This Office of War Information photograph carries the
following caption: “Ojo Sorco, New Mexico, Jan. 1943.
One room school in an isolated mountainous Spanish-
American community, which has eight grades and two
teachers. Most of the teaching is in Spanish, the language
spoken in the children’s homes, and as a result they rarely

and specialists. Many bi-
lingual programs now
represent a district within
a district and rival the
regular program in size.

speak English fluently.”
movement’s propaganda

has gone unchallenged. Unfortunately, those who have
spoken out lack the professional experience or practical
background to argue effectively against bilingual educa-
tion. Furthermore, those affected by bilingual education,
the immigrant students and their parents, have not really
been given a chance to express their opinion. It is worth
noting, however, that in school districts with adult edu-
cation programs, immigrant parents attend English class-
es taught in English in great numbers.

Taking advantage of the absence of effective opposi-
tion, bilingual activists pushed through Congress the
Bilingual Education Act of 1968 and much enabling state
legislation that paved the way to funding, jobs, and
influence. The predominantly political character of the
movement has not gone unnoticed in recent years, even
by some liberals earlier taken in by the visionary talk. Ina
recent article in New Republic, Abigail Thernstrom ob-
served that “from the very start bilingual education was a
bad cause for liberals” because it diminished the educa-
tional and economic opportunities of disadvantaged,
mostly Hispanic children, and it did so “in programs that
segregate the children from their black and white

Bilingual Education

Bilingual education has
been good business for
many people outside the schools as well. There has been a
veritable revolution in industries that supply educational
products. Texts have been translated and rewritten in
bilingual form. Signs, posters, films, tapes, records, and
other materials have been reworked. Experts have writ-
ten new books and set up consulting firms that solicit
business from every level of government. The univer-
sities, too, have profited: Some states require teachers to
take cultural and methodological courses and pass profi-
clency exams in Spanish or other languages.

The ethnic politician in many cases does not care
whether bilingual instruction is a valid method of teach-
ing English. In fact, it may be politically advantageous for
him if immigrants continue to rely on their native lan-
guage instead of perfecting their English, since depen-
dence on the home language tends to isolate the group
and make it more manipulable. Immigrants who learn
English move closer culturally to the general society and
even become assimilated, making political control diffi-
cult. Thus, the more militant activists in the movement
insist that top priority in bilingual education be given to
maintenance of the home language, and they therefore
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relegate the learning of English to a secondary goal.

Many individuals and groups who actively support
bilingual education do not pass the test of objectivity.
Two questions should be asked of bilingual education
advocates. Will they personally benefit from their ad-
vocacy? Can they produce substantial objective evidence
that bilingual instruction is superior to other special
programs for teaching English? There is nothing wrong
with advocating an instruction method even if one bene-
fits personally from it provided its superiority can be
shown. But bilingual enthusiasts have been unable to
demonstrate that, and yet they clamor for the expansion
of bilingual education.

The Lau decision did not specify any particular meth-
od as a remedy for students’ language deficiency. It was
the Department of Health, Education and Welfare that
perverted the sense of the Court’s decision and created a
bilingual monopoly with what are known as the Lau
remedies, which essentially mandated bilingual educa-
tion by creating a yardstick for the government to mea-
sure compliance. If districts did not comply, they lost
federal funds.

The enforcement arm of the Department of Education,
the Office of Civil Rights, has helped the activists create a
monopoly for bilingual education across the country. A
1980 Los Angeles Times series explained how OCR
forced bilingual programs on school districts:

. ... a task force assembled by the Office for Civil
Rights and including mainly advocates of bilingual-
bicultural education produced a set of guidelines
called the “Lau remedies,” which emphasized the
bilingual approach.

They required school districts found to be in
violation O?Lau, and having 20 or more elementary
school children from a non-English language

roup, to provide bilingual-bicultural education
or these children in the native language or lan-
guages.

The “Lau remedies” . . . became the basis for the
Office of Civil Rights’ review of more than 300
school districts, enrolling more than 1 million na-
tional-origin minority children. The “remedies”
have had a curious history. They were not law, or
even official federal regulations, never having been
published in the Federal Register. Yet they became
the basis for extensive negotiations between the
Office for Civil Rights and%ocal school districts.’s

So OCR stacked the deck of the task force that created
the Lau remedies, and bilingual activist politicians were
able to rig the process of developing remedies that
favored their cause.

Furthermore, even though the Lau remedies had no
standing in law, they were used to compel school districts
to establish bilingual programs where none existed and
to expand those already set up. Again, the Los Angeles
school district serves as an example. Agitation for bi-
lingual education there dates to the early sixties. In 1969,
the first year of federal funding of bilingual programs
under the Bilingual Education Act, a controversy arose
over the funding of a successful intensive reading pro-
gram at the Malabar Street School. Critics of the pro-
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gram, including high officials of the federal office of
education, cut off funds because it taught English as a
second language—not a bilingual approach. Despite in-
tervention by HEW Secretary Robert Finch, who tempo-
rarily saved the program by providing funds, it was
ultimately eliminated through political action at the dis-
trict level by bilingual activists who would not tolerate
any alternative program.

Meanwhile, bilingual programs were being established
in Los Angeles elementary schools. With no opposition,
the programs grew rapidly, and by March 1977 the
district counted 23,000 students in its programs. Not
enough, said Chicano activists mobilized by the intensely
political Mexican-American Education Commission.
The commission, a quasi-official advisory arm of the Los
Angeles board of education, had come into existence
after the student walkouts of 1968 and related militant,

[Most] project directors indicated that
students remained in bilingual pro-
grams after they were able to function
in regular classes.

sometimes violent actions, which had forced the school
board to accede to militants’ demands for an ethnic
oversight group. One of the prime objectives of the com-
mission, according to a Los Angeles Times article,'® was
the hiring of more Mexican-Americans, who commission
spokesmen insisted were needed to staff a vastly ex-
panded bilingual program.

Leverage for expansion came from OCR, which said
the district was in violation of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 because it had “failed to provide what is, in effect,
bilingual instruction to limited- and non-English-speak-
ing students” (LES and NES). The 23,000 students al-
ready in bilingual programs were not enough; OCR noti-
fied the superintendent of schools that the district was
not in compliance because fewer than 50 percent of the
LES and NES students were receiving “special language
assistance as required by law.”

Ironically, OCR’s charge of noncompliance was prob-
ably caused by the bumbling efforts of Los Angeles
school officials to play the numbers game. In their eager-
ness to demonstrate the need to expand bilingual pro-
grams, officials had claimed larger and larger numbers of
LES and NES students. Even before the district set up a
language survey and testing program in 1978, officials
had reported that there were 100,000 affected students in
the district. In the fall of 1977 a district publication, the
Spotlight, gave a figure of 120,000 (more than one of
every five students) and reported that the number was
increasing by about 20,000 a year.!” By the next year
another area newspaper stated that district sources put
the number at 142,000.13

A challenge to the wildly escalating counts eventually
came from a Los Angeles teachers’ organization, the
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Professional Educators of Los Angeles. PELA Vice Presi-
dent Betty Cordoba in August 1978 asked the board of
education to address her skepticism about the numbers.

Skepticism would occur to anyone who looked up the
number of language-deficient students a decade earlier.
In 1968-69 the number of students in special language
classes in all grades was 12,890. Though students were
not then identified as LES or NES, the figures indicate
how many students needed special instruction to help
them learn English. Attendance in such classes had
grown steadily but not spectacularly throughout the
sixties.

Five years later, in 1973-74, the number of students
identified as LES or NES was $6,036, more than four
times the 1968—69 figure. The next year there was a
modest increase, to 58,041, but in 1975-76 the number
jumped almost 50 percent, to 83,822. In 1976—77 the

Since empire building requires num-
bers, the identification and assessment
procedures used in bilingual education
are critical.

board was told of another huge increase, to 100,000
students.!® Thus in two years’ time the number of LES
and NES students almost doubled. The board members,
lacking experience and knowledge in the field, accepted
the figures virtually without question and without spot-
ting one obvious problem: How could the counts be
accurate if there was no valid method of identifying
affected students? It was not until the 1977-78 school
year that a testing program was set up to measure stu-
dents’ English proficiency.

Perhaps board members attributed the huge increases
to the large influx of immigrants and refugees. Then one
would expect higher numbers of non-English-speaking
youngsters. But the three-year increase in NES students
was from 22,000 to only 29,000, about a 30 percent rise.
The LES increase, however, was an astounding 108 per-
cent, from 34,000 to 71,000. These LES figures follow a
curious path. From 197374 to 1974-75 the increase
was only 400 students; in the next year the count shot up
by almost 25,000 students; then, in the next year, 16,000
more.

None of Mrs. Cordoba’s questions were answered at
the time. Instead, an associate superintendent later re-
sponded in a letter that he knew would not be placed in
the public record.

At best, certain district officials were confused about
how many students required help in learning English. At
worst, they deceptively claimed enormous growth in the
number of these students, thus promoting expansion of
the district’s bilingual education program.

Though it 1s relatively easy to identify NES students—
they speak little or no English—the determination of LES
students is completely arbitrary, especially at the line

Bilingual Education

between limited and fluent English speakers, between
those who still need help and those who will benefit more
in a regular classroom. One of the most frequent crit-
icisms of bilingual education is that students are kept in
bilingual programs long after they should have been
placed in regular classes. The federally funded American
Institutes of Research study, conducted in the 1975-76
school year in 117 schools across the United States,
confirmed this criticism, finding that “less than one third
of the students enrolled in the Title VII classrooms in
grades two through six were of limited English-speaking
ability.”20 In interviews 85 percent of the project direc-
tors indicated that students remained in bilingual pro-
grams after they were able to function in regular classes;
only 5 percent said they transferred their students to
English-only classrooms once they had learned English
well enough.

That is but one of two practices that make bilingual
education a growth industry. The second is to identify
new students as LES even though they can function ade-
quately in regular classes. Both practices require only
that the LES designation be broad so that more immi-
grant students are drawn into the bilingual net and then
kept there longer. Since empire building requires num-
bers, the identification and assessment procedures used
in bilingual education are critical.

The proficiency test, or assessment instrument, as it is
called in education jargon, must not be too narrow in
its determination lest some fish slip through the net. In
the 1977-78 school year, the first year of state-mandated
assessment of English proficiency, the Los Angeles school
district apparently chose an assessment instrument that
did not produce the desired number of LES students.
Those figures, which came from a proficiency testing
program, were junked for figures of the preceding year,
when the determination of LES students was left to local
school personnel, experienced and inexperienced, with
whatever method was at hand and without any district-
wide or objective definition of the term. That 1976—77

‘count was used not because it was more valid but because

it was some 12,000 students greater and thus closer to the
district’s earlier claims of 100,000 to 142,000 LES and
NES students.

Invalid and Unreliable

The next year officials decided not to use the disap-
pointing proficiency test, the San Diego Observation
Assessment Instrument, and chose another that they said
had higher validity and reliability ratings—the Bilingual
Inventory of Natural Language (BINL). The differences
between them are not great. Both are pictorial elicitation
tests, that is, tests in which pictures are shown and stu-
dents are asked to describe what they see. Both have low
validity ratings, despite the district’s claims. Indeed,
schools experienced difficulties with BINL from the start.
Stories circulated that some native U.S. students were
identified as LES and even NES. In one junior high
school, for example, a native-born student who had at-
tended regular classes in the Los Angeles schools since
kindergarten and had a B average in regular classes was
labeled NES; another NES pupil was foreign-born but
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had attended school here since the first grade and hada C
average in regular classes; two others had lived in the
United States only three and four years each but were
straight-A students in regular classes.?!

There were other indications that the validity and
reliability of BINL were suspect. In February 1979 a
committee of secondary school administrators and bi-
lingual specialists who had met to discuss progress in
implementing the district’s Lau remedies wrote in their
meeting record: “The question remains of validity and
reliability of the BINL.”22 But the committee members
did not feel any urgency in making a change. BINL is still
used in Los Angeles as the principal instrument for deter-
mining English proficiency, and there have been no ap-
preciable changes in its procedures.

Even more damaging to the validity of BINL was a
report published by the Northwest Regional Education
Laboratory, which rated BINL near the bottom in a
ranking of fourteen oral tests.?? The evaluation used a
three-point scale (good, fair, poor) to rate four criteria:
measurement validity, examinee appropriateness, tech-
nical excellence, and administrative usability. On only
one measure, examinee appropriateness, did BINL re-
ceive even a fair rating. On the others, including validity,
it received poor ratings.

If BINL is such a poor instrument, why was it selected?
Why is it still being used in Los Angeles? Perhaps the test
was chosen because it produced a large number of LES
students to support demands for expanded bilingual edu-
cation programs.

Fat Cats and Lucre

The motivating force for bilingual education, then, has
been to provide opportunity not for students to learn but
for bilingual educators and others to build empires that
offer lucrative and satisfying power bases. In Los Angeles
the transition from special English programs to bilingual
education programs produced explosive growth in jobs
and budgets at the supervisory and administrative levels.

During the middle sixties the district had two language
consultants, paid on the teacher salary schedule, one at
the elementary and one at the secondary level. By the
1976-77 school year Los Angeles was paying a director
of bilingual services $37,739, two assistant directors
$32,899 each, and eleven advisers $20,899 each—a sal-
ary slightly higher than that of the district’s highest-paid
teacher. Another $288,362 was budgeted for bilingual
support, and $204,968 met costs to administer a bi-
lingual program funded by the state. In all, more than
$1,200,000 of the district’s total bilingual funds of
$15,000,000 was budgeted for administrative costs.

That was five years ago. The position of director has
since been elevated to that of assistant superintendent;
the salary has been elevated, too, to $50,000. Salaries for
administrative and supervisory posts below this level
have also increased substantially.

Although the bilingual movement has consistently
ridiculed and even suppressed studies of other methods
of teaching English to immigrant children, there now
exists a large-scale, thorough review of the literature on
the effectiveness of bilingual education.?* Written by two
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staff members in the U.S. Department of Education,
Keith Baker and Adriana de Kanter, it supports key ideas
expressed in this paper, especially the belief that school
districts should be free to establish alternatives to bi-
lingual education.

The review is limited to two central questions, whether
transitional bilingual education leads to better perfor-
mance in English, and whether it leads to better perfor-
mance in nonlanguage subjects. It examines more than
300 documents relating to bilingual education and re-
jects the majority of the studies and evaluations as not
methodologically applicable to their two questions. The
conclusion, based on twenty-eight studies that met the
authors’ requirements, is that bilingual education has not
proven its case: “These findings do not add up to a very
impressive case for the effectiveness of transitional bi-

. . effective teachers of immigrant
students do not have to be bilinguals.
What is important is that they . . . are
good models of English.

lingual education.” Further, Mr. Baker and Ms. de Kan-
ter found “. . . no firm empirical evidence that [transi-
tional bilingual education] is uniquely effective in raising
language-minority students’ performance in English or in
non-language subject areas.”

The most significant conclusion of the review follows
logically: There is a need to try other methods. The
authors recommend that each school district be given the
freedom to decide what kind of special program would
be “most appropriate for its own unique setting” because
the prescription of a single, federal remedy is not realistic
when so little is known about teaching English to chil-
dren. In March 1982 the Department of Education with-
drew the guidelines that had imposed bilingual education
on more than 500 school districts in the nation. Schools
are now permitted to use “any effective approach includ-
ing total immersion in English,” another recommenda-
tion made in the Baker—de Kanter review. This policy
change applies only to the federal level, however, and
does not affect California and other states that have more
stringent bilingual education laws.

Open the Door

Future immigrant education programs should recog-
nize the unique linguistic, social, and educational situa-
tion in each school district but should also be built solidly
on three principles of language learning.

® English can be mastered only through linguistic in-
teraction in English, not through translation. Although
all proficient bilinguals find themselves occasionally
translating unfamiliar words or phrases, oral com-
prehension and speech are seriously impaired if the learn-
er must translate. Accordingly, effective teachers of im-
migrant students do 7ot have to be bilinguals. What is
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important is that they understand how language is
learned and are good models of English. In fact, bilingual
teachers must be disciplined in their use of translation so
that their students do not become habituated to translat-
ing from one language to another.

® Though almost all immigrant students can profit
from initial language instruction, such help provides only
a small fraction of what they need to reach proficiency.
For the most part, language teaching provides the learner
with information, some of it invaluable, about the lan-
guage. That is not the same as speaking and understand-
ing the language. It is imperative that from the beginning
immigrant students not be segregated from their English-
speaking classmates for the total school day. The total
staff—administrators as well as teachers—must use
every opportunity to integrate these English language
learners into activities with English-speaking students.
Even beginners can join certain classes in which English
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Invisible Taxation

The Growth of Italy’s Leviathan

Antonio Martino

As long ago as 1892 Vilfredo Pareto noticed that
Italy is acted on “‘by two predominant causes, Protection
on the one hand and excessive State expenditures on the
other.” Italy’s financial problems, he continued, “give us
an idea of the state to which . .. other countries will
come one day, if they do

further strengthened by the belief that only people on
fixed incomes pay their due. In fact, as has been repeat-
edly pointed out,® people on fixed incomes receive 70
percent of national income but contribute only 40 to 50
percent of the revenue from income taxes.

The truth is that visible

not stop in time on the
dangerous course on
which they have ven-

For the government, the deficit is the

taxes are only a fraction
of the total cost of gov-
ernment. That is, even if

tured.”?
A country that has

ideal tax for a variety of reasons. First

one limits oneself to that
part of the total cost of

such a long history of sta-
tist exploitation of its cit-

of all, very few people even perceive it

government consisting of

as a tax.

izens should provide a
good case study for other

pecuniary outlays, visible
taxes are only a part of
the story. As Professor

nations that are pursuing
similar policies. Indeed, our conclusion may be that sta-
tism, though so far triumphant in the policies of most
Western democracies, might well be not only intellec-
tually defunct but also (and more important) financially
bankrupt. Statism has a past, albeit inglorious, but it has
no future. It might be that despite the well-meaning but
unsuccessful policies of “conservative” leaders, eco-
nomic freedom will eventually prevail.

It is generally believed that Italians, being ingenious
tax evaders, do not pay taxes, or that they pay much less
than citizens in other countries. For example, as soon as
every new government takes office (Italy has at least one
change of government every year), it proclaims that it
will solve any and every problem by resorting to a fight
against tax evasion. The amount of taxes Italians evade
thus becomes some kind of El Dorado, whose fabulous
riches, if tapped, would provide benevolent politicians
with a panacea for all economic ills of the country. Nor is
this notion accepted only by official demagoguery; at
times even academics entertain it. Thus, for example,
Professor Richard Rose recently stated: “Historically,
italy has been the leader in nonpayment of taxes and
there is little doubt that it still is at the head of the pack.
One unpublished [Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development] report estimates that tax evasion
there is as high as 27 percent of total reported income.”?

Such a notion, which, as we shall see, is largely un-
founded, is probably due to the misleading nature of the
term taxes. The best example of the deceptiveness of that
ghastly word is provided by the assertion of that ltalian
economist who publicly declared that there is no connec-
tion between taxation and freedom—as evidenced by the
fact that the subjects of communist regimes pay little or
no taxes (sic) and yet have no political freedom.

The idea that ltalians are successful tax evaders is

46

Milton Friedman puts it:
“The true cost of government to the public is not mea-
sured by explicit taxes but by government spending. If
government spends $500 billion, and takes in through
taxes $440 billion ... who pays the difference? Not
Santa Claus, but the U.S. citizen. . . . In effect, what you
have are two kinds of taxes: the open, explicit taxes and
the hidden taxes. And what’s called a deficit is a hidden
tax. . . . The thing we must keep our eye on is what
government spends. That’s the measure of the amount of
resources of the nation that people cannot individually
and separately decide about. It’s a measure of the amount
we turn over to the bureaucrats to spend on our behalf.”*

If this is the case, then in order to have a correct
measure of the cost of government—at least of that part
that takes the form of pecuniary outlays—one cannot
limit oneself to explicit taxes. For if this were so, it would
be true that taxation in communist countries is low;
instead one must look at government spending. Here, it
becomes obvious that Italians, despite their ingenuity as
tax evaders, do pay very dearly for their government—
certainly no less than other nationals and much more
than U.S. citizens.

TABLE 1

Public Sector Spending
As a Percentage of Gross Domestic Product

1960-1964 33.9% 1975-1979 48.0°/<;
1965-1969 36.9 1980 50.3
1970-1974 40.0 1981 52.1

Source: A. Martino & E. Del Colle, “<Government push> e inflazione” (un-
published).

Table 1 illustrates the pecuniary cost of government to
the Italian taxpayer and its growth since 1960. Accord-
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ing to one estimate, public sector spending absorbed 26.9
percent of national income in 19515; by 1981 it had
almost doubled to 52.1 percent. In thirty years we have
gone from a situation in which government was absorb-
ing slightly more than one fourth of national income to
one in which it absorbs more than one half. This makes
the cost of the Italian government some 40 percent high-
er—in relative terms—than that of the U.S. government
(at all levels).e Thus, when we take inflation into ac-
count, the per capita cost of government almost doubled
from 1960 to 1970 (an increase of more than 92 percent)
and almost doubled again from 1979 to 1981 (an in-
crease of more than 93 percent).

In light of these figures, one might well ask how a
nation of ingenious tax evaders has ended up sacrificing
such a high percentage of its income to the tax man and
allowed that percentage to grow so rapidly. To answer
this, we must look at the factors that have allowed gov-
ernment to grow so rapidly to such enormous size with
very little (if any) open resistance by the taxpayer. One
explanation runs as follows:

In order for taxpayers to oppose government
growth, they must be aware of the share of the cost
of government that falls on them. People, that is,
must realize that they are paying for government
spending; they must be aware of how much they are
paying in taxes. In order for that to happen, taxes
must be visible. . . . While this is true of some kinds
of taxes, it is not true for all. Obviously, from the
point of view of the government and of the politi-
cians the preferred type of tax is that which people
pay without realizing it, for that avoids the possibil-
ity of tax resistance and leaves people unaware of
the cost of government. In Italy, most taxes are of

this kind.”

Indeed, Italians bear the cost of government without
being aware that they are paying for it. This is true of
explicit taxes that are largely smvisible. According to
official figures, for example, income taxes in 1981
amounted to 14.2 percent of net national income. These
are the most visible of all taxes, and they were low
relative to national income. But even that percentage is
misleading, since most people pay their income tax
through withholding and are not, therefore, always
aware of how much they are paying—everybody tends to
think of his income in terms of the net figure. Indirect
taxes amounted to 11.9 percent of net national income in
1981. These are almost perfectly invisible, as they are
usually included in the prices paid by consumers. Finally,
in 1981 social security contributions amounted to 16
percent of net national income; these too are highly
invisible, as they are partly paid by the employer. Thus
the employee is not aware of how much he is paying
through his employer. Of a total explicit fiscal pressure
equal to 42.1 percent of net national income, therefore, it
is not unreasonable to assume that less than one fourth of
it was visible, that is, paid by people fully aware that they
were paying taxes.?

Explicit taxes are not, unfortunately, the end of the
story. The other important component of the pecuniary

Invisible Taxation

cost of government is the deficit. Now, if our hypothesis
is correct, we would expect that the growth of govern-
ment has been accompanied (and made possible) by an
increase in the deficit—the most invisible of all taxes.
This is exactly what has happened.

TABLE 2
Government Deficits as a Percentage of:

Government Gross Domestic

Spending Product

1960-1964 5.7% 2.1%
1965-1969 9.7 3.8
1970-1974 18.4 7.5
1975-1979 25.3 12.2
1880 219 1.0
1981 25.7 13.4

As Table 2 clearly shows, the government deficit has
been growing rapidly since 1960, both as a percentage of
total public sector spending and as a percentage of na-
tional income. In 1960, for every million lire of public
spending, 950,000 lire came from explicit taxes of one
kind or another; in 1981, for every million lire of public
spending, only 743,000 lire were paid for by explicit
taxes—the rest was “financed” by the deficit. As a per-
centage of GDP, the deficit increased more than threefold
from 1960 to 1970; and it again increased almost two
and a half times from 1970 to 1981. Furthermore, all
declines in the absolute size of the deficit (in 1961, 1967,
1969, 1976, and 1979) were invariably followed by
sharp increases that more than offset the decline and
confirmed the rapidly growing trend. This makes one
suspect that those five declines (out of twenty-two years)
were the result of accounting gimmickry similar to the
kind that has made New York City famous. In nominal
terms the deficit was 140 times higher in 1981 than in
1960.

For the government, the deficit is the ideal tax for a
variety of reasons. First of all, very few people even
perceive it as a tax. Most people are under the delusion
that deficit-financed public spending, like manna from
heaven, means a benefit no one has to pay for, the
proverbial free lunch. Second, no one can predict on an a
priori basis who is going to bear the burden of the
increased deficit. The final outcome depends on a variety
of circumstances, including the way the deficit is fi-
nanced, so that it is impossible to know ahead of time
who is going to be hurt. And it is equally difficult to know
a posteriori whether the deficit tax was paid in the form
of inflation or in the form of the destruction of jobs
produced by the crowding out of private productive
investment. Finally, the cost of the deficit-financed in-
crease in government spending is spread out among a
large number of unaware taxpayers. Thus, it is absolutely
impossible for them to trace the unpleasant consequences
of inflation and slow growth to the deficit and see it as a
tax.

It is obvious, however, that the growth of the govern-
ment deficit cannot continue endlessly. It can very well be
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argued that a country whose deficit amounts to more
than 15 percent of national income—as, according to
provisional figures, Italy’s did in 1982—has reached the
upper limit.

The invisibility of taxes, of which the growth of the
unlegislated deficit “tax” is the most conspicuous exam-
ple, goes a long way in explaining how a country of
ingenious tax evaders can end up sacrificing more than
half of its income to the greed of politicians and bureau-
crats. It is not, however, the whole story. After all, the
growth in the cost of government has continued for a
Jong time. People have had ample time to realize what the
government was doing to them. Why haven’t they re-
belled?

Other factors, in addition to invisible taxes, have con-
tributed to the Italian taxpayer’s acceptance of an in-
creased degree of statist exploitation. Paradoxically, one
reason has been tax evasion. People who are lucky
enough to be able to pay less for their government than
they are required to do by tax laws are usually aware of it.
They derive no little satisfaction from having succeeded
in saving some money from the public waste for the
benefit of their families and themselves. Such satisfaction
might, in some cases, obscure the obvious truth that
despite their success in evading, they are still paying more
than before. In other words, they are aware of what they
are not paying, but because of the invisibility of taxes,
they are not aware of what they are in fact paying.
Convinced as they are that they can personally “get away
with it,” they are often supporters of government
growth—and of drastic punishment for tax evasion. It is
also for this reason that my socialist friends, who during
the course of the year vociferously support any and every
increase in government spending, complain bitterly
about taxation when the time comes to pay their income
tax. They do not see the connection between spending
and taxes, or they believe that the others should bear the

cost of their favored statist policies. Therefore, when the ~

day of reckoning comes, they condemn tax evasion even
though they are far from innocent.

Delusions and Iflusions

A less extravagant factor that might explain the ab-
sence of taxpayers’ resistance to statist exploitation
might be provided by some kind of “money illusion.”
Since nominal per capita income has increased year after
year since 1960, people might have been deluded into
believing that they were better off than before. Indeed,
even if one takes the cost of government into account by
deducting nominal per capita public sector spending
from nominal per capita income, the resulting per capita
“disposable income” —the amount of resources under
private control®—has increased yearly since 1960, with
only two exceptions. However, these two exceptions are
so minor (in 1971 per capita disposable income was 0.35
percent below its 1970 level, and in 1975 it was 1.3
percent below its 1974 level) it is doubtful whether they
were in fact noticed by the average Italian. In other
words, even net of public spending, nominal per capita
disposable income has always increased since 1960. This
factor might have prevented the average Italian from
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asking himself how much government was costing him.
However, this hypothesis holds true only if people are
concerned with nominal income and disregard the ero-
sion of their purchasing power due to inflation—that is,
only if they suffer from money illusion.'®

I have no doubt that money illusion has played a role
with the majority of the people, but only for a limited
period of time. After ten consecutive years of double-
digit inflation, money illusion must have been eroded.
Everybody should be aware that their real income is
something different from their #ominal income and that
because of inflation one can make more money per year
and still be worse off than before. A more fundamental
explanation is required: “In terms of its purchasing
power, Italy’s gdp per head will probably be around
$7,300 in 1982, almost equal to the probable $7,550 of
Britain. Italy has been catching up fast. While Britain’s

The invisibility of taxes . . . goes along
way in explaining how a country of
ingenious tax evaders can end up sacri-
ficing more than half of its income . . .

gdp grew by an average of barely 1.6 % in the five years to
1980, ltaly’s grew by an average of nearly 4%. That
made it western Europe’s fastest growing major econo-
my, and it was achieved during the oil-shocked 1970s by
the one big European country that has had to import
nearly all its energy.”!?

Almost everybody agrees that economic growth is de-
sirable. It can, however, have unpleasant implications,
and not necessarily of the kind lamented by ecologists
and assorted doomsayers. One such consequence of eco-
nomic growth is that it hides the growth of statism from
the taxpayer. While the Italian underground economy
was busy making the country prosper and grow, politi-
cians and bureaucrats were exploiting economic growth
to their advantage to finance the rapid growth of public
sector spending:

The average taxpayer, however, has not been aware of
the increased degree of statist exploitation because,
thanks to economic growth, his disposable income has
increased even in real terms despite the rapid growth in
public sector spending. In other words, taxpayers have
had no strong incentive to become informed about their
real tax burden because their personal real welfare was
increasing. The situation is, however, changing, and it
might very well be that past trends will not be allowed to
continue. But look at the figures in Table 3, opposite.

Table 3 shows that real per capita GDP has increased
since 1960 with only two exceptions, 1975 and 1981.
Real per capita public sector spending has increased since
1960 with only two exceptions, 1974 and 1979.

During these twenty-two years, real per capita GDP
increased substantially. In 1981 it was two and a third
times greater than in 1960 (1960=100, 1981 =233).
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Real per capita public sector spending, however, in-
creased much faster. In 1981 it was almost four times
greater than in 1960 (1960 =100, 1981=371). The two
declines in real per capita public sector spending have
been small (—1.7 percent and —3.1 percent, respec-
tively) and have been followed immediately by a vigorous
resumption of the upward trend. As in the case of the
deficit, it might well be that the two exceptions (in twen-
ty-two years) to the rule that government spending—in
real per capita terms—can only increase were more ap-
parent than real, possibly due to accounting gimmickry.
Be that as it may, what needs to be stressed is that even
though real per capita income has been growing rapidly,
per capita public sector spending has been growing much
more rapidly.

The more important set of figures for our purposes,
however, is that related to real per capita income net of

. . . it is unlikely that the Italian govern-
ment will be able to finance a deficit
equal to 15 percent of GDP without
disastrous economic consequences.

public spending, what we have called real per capita
disposable income. This figure measures the real value of
the average Italian’s income over which he has com-
mand. From 1960 to 1981 there have been six exceptions
to the general rule of yearly growth in these figures—
1965, 1971, 1975, 1978, 1980, and 1981. Over the
whole period real per capita disposable income has in-
creased 66 percent (1960=100, 1981=166). It would,
however, be misleading to consider the declines as iso-
lated exceptions to the general upward trend. To begin
with, the first two declines were small (— 1.3 percent and
—5.1 percent, respectively), and they have been followed
by a continuation of the rapid growth in personal wel-

fare. The last four declines, instead, have been concen-
trated in the last seven years, and if taken together, they
have been substantial. In particular, real per capita dis-
posable income in 1981 was only marginally above its
1970 level (1.3 percent higher). In twelve years it had
increased a meager 1.3 percent, compared with the 63.9
percent increase of the previous eleven years. Also, in
1981 real per capita disposable income was 8§ percent
below its 1974 level.

In other words, in the first two decades under consid-
eration, the Italian economy grew vigorously. Real per
capita income increased 62.8 percent from 1960 to 1969,
and 31.4 percent from 1970 to 1979. Most of the in-
crease, however, has been absorbed by an insatiable
Leviathan so that the average Italian has seen the rate of
growth of real disposable income go down. Although it
increased 53.4 percent from 1960 to 1969 and 6.2 per-
cent from 1970 to 1979, in recent years it has started to
decline on a fairly regular basis. The reason for this is the
explosive growth of public sector spending. From 1974
to 1981 real per capita income increased 15.5 percent
while real disposable per capita income declined 8 per-
cent. During the same period, real per capita public
sector spending increased 51.2 percent, and the govern-
ment deficit increased fivefold.

In terms of personal welfare, statism is pushing Italy
back toward the levels that prevailed decades ago. It
would seem highly unlikely that Italians will not notice
such a pronounced phenomenon. As long as the real
income under their control was growing year after year,
it was understandable that they could be deceived by the
invisibility of taxes and fail to notice the growth in the
real cost of government. But now that the real income
under their control not only fails to grow but is beginning
to decline, they will have a strong incentive to become
informed about the real cost of government and try to see
through the invisibility of taxes. Furthermore, taxes are
becoming less invisible, thanks to inflation and bracket
creep. Income taxes amounted to 6.1 percent of net
national income in 1970; they’ve increased to 14.2 per-
cent in 1981. As a result, even labor union leaders are

TABLE 3

Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita
Per Capita Public Sector Disposable Per Capita Public Sector Disposable
GDP Spending Income GDP Spending income
(A) (B) (A - B) (A) (B) (A — B)
1960 L 2,984,205 L 975,835 L 2,008,370 1971 L 5,330,688 L 2,206,905 L 3,123,783
1961 3,214,161 1,079,958 2,134,203 1972 5,495,080 2,258,478 3,236,602
1962 3,413,622 1,164,045 2,249,577 1973 5,893,014 2,439,708 3,453,306
1963 3,583,757 1,225,645 2,368,112 1974 6,025,598 2,398,188 3,627,410
1964 3,690,054 1,291,519 2,398,535 1975 5,775,637 2,720,325 3,055,312
1965 3,776,096 1,408,484 2,367,612 1976 6,161,516 2,852,782 3,308,734
1966 3,986,757 1,459,153 2,627,604 1977 6,298,315 2,922,418 3,375,897
1967 4,271,983 1,546,458 2,725,525 1978 6,528,724 3,401,465 3,127,259
1968 4,547,884 1,723,648 2,824,236 1979 6,789,206 3,292,765 3,496,441
1969 4,858,740 1,778,299 3,080,441 1980 7,017,332 3,629,718 3,487,614
1970 5,167,265 1,875,717 3,291,548 1981 6,961,160 3,626,764 3,334,396

All figures in constant 1981 prices. Source: A. Martino & E. Del Colle, op. cit.
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learning English terms and economic concepts and com-
plain about the impact of the fiscal drag on their mem-
bers.

The above figures show the prevailing conditions over
the twenty-two-year period. Even though the country has
grown rather satisfactorily, the rate of real per capita
income growth dropped between 1970 and 1979 to 50
percent of its level in the previous decade. Government
spending has grown much more rapidly in real per capita
terms, so the percentage of GDP absorbed by govern-
ment has been increasing. In 1981 it was 60 percent
higher than in 1960. It seems obvious that such a tenden-
cy cannot continue very long when government (at all
levels) already absorbs more than half of national in-
come. Sooner or later, the tendency must change.

However, this is only part of the story. If one looks at
the factors that have made government growth possible,
one must conclude that not only is much more growth
doubtful, but it is also unlikely to remain at its present
levels. The first factor that allowed government to grow
was the invisibility of taxes. This largely meant an in-
crease in deficit-financed government spending; the per-
centage of government spending not financed by explicit
taxes was more than five times higher in 1981 than in
1960. However, it is unlikely that the Italian government
will be able to finance a deficit equal to 15 percent of
GDP without disastrous economic consequences. In the
past it was possible to bear extravagant government
deficits without excessive damage because the savings
rate was relatively high. At the beginning of the 1960s,
Italians were saving roughly one fifth of their income,
thus allowing the government to borrow extensively
from the market. The consequence was a somewhat
slower rate of growth and some inflation to the extent
that the government deficit resulted in an increase in the
rate of growth of the quantity of money. On the other
hand, while today the government deficit has exploded
(in nominal terms, in real terms, and as a percentage of
GDP), the savings rate has dropped sharply; the propensity
to save has gone from 20.1 percent in 1961 to 9.7 percent in
1981. It is no longer possible, therefore, to finance the
deficit in a noninflationary, nonrecessionary way. For the
deficit to remain at its present level, the government has to
crowd out private investment completely, or monetize the
debt, speeding up inflation as a consequence, or—which is
even more likely—do both of the above. The attempt to
keep the deficit at its present level, therefore, would very
likely lead to a sharp increase in stagflation—inflation-
cum-stagnation, if not recession.

The decline in the savings rate must have come as a
surprise to those Keynesian economists who relied on
Keynes’s prediction that as a rule a greater proportion of
income will be saved as real income increases.'? On the
contrary, the increase in real per capita income has been
accompanied by a decline in the proportion of income
saved, so the increase in the government deficit, far from
being expansionary (as it would be in a Keynesian
world), is proving to be recessionary.

The decline in the savings rate cannot, as we have seen,
be attributed to a decline in real per capita GDP. What
then has caused it?> Lack of opportunities open to small
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savers is not an explanation, for it has been going on for a
long time. It might very well be that the decline in the
savings rate has been produced by the decline in real
disposable per capita income: Italians are becoming
more aware of it. An interesting corollary of this hypoth-
esis is that Italians do not consider government services
part of their income, at least not to the extent of their
cost. Given the proverbial inefficiency of their govern-
ment, this is not surprising.

The first option open to the government is to leave the
deficit at its present level and plunge the country into a
serious inflation-cum-recession. The second alternative
would be to try to reduce the deficit, but this would
involve a decrease in spending, or an increase in taxes, or
both. If the government tries to maintain the present level
of statist exploitation and refuses to cut spending, it will
have to increase explicit taxes. Italians will, therefore,

Italians do not consider government
services part of their income . . . Given
the proverbial inefficiency of their gov-
ernment, this is not surprising.

become more aware of the cost of government. Whether
there is an increase in “slumpflation” (if the government
leaves the deficit as it is) or an increase in explicit taxes
(aimed at reducing the deficit), Italians will learn a
healthy lesson on the costs of statism. The only way out
of the dilemma would be a decline in spending. But, even
assuming that such an option is open to governments
with a very limited life expectancy, it is certainly not easy.

It can be argued that since the costs of a reduction in
government spending come first, whereas the benefits
come later, no rational government with a life expectan-
cy of less than a year will engage in such a policy. The
alternatives, however, are probably worse. No govern-
ment wants to preside over a very serious €COnomic crisis
or enact a sharp increase in explicit taxes. No matter
what policy is chosen, the damaging consequences of
government growth can no longer be kept hidden from
the public.

Things are made far worse for the government by the
decline in real disposable per capita income because Ital-
ians now have an incentive to become better informed
about the cost of government, and if they discover that
more than half of their income goes to the tax man, it is
doubtful they will approve. Furthermore, the decline in
real per capita disposable income will also have a nega-
tive impact on the savings rate, which in turn will add to
the problem. It would seem as if the long process of statist
exploitation has finally come to an end: Statism is bank-
rupt.

It is hard to tell what form a tax rebellion might take in
Italy: increased tax evasion, a protest vote, or what? But,
as George 11 and Louis XVI would confirm, one can
never tell how tax revolts will end.
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to read a copy—free!

Imagine! A journal of opinion that begins with
that fresh perspective, and then goes about
the business of reviewing, criticizing, essay-
ing each month—in little danger of fraterniz-
ing with other magazines.

In each issue of Chronicles, we invite our’
readers to think along with us as we punc-
ture the pompous ideas—and old-idea
repeaters—of our time.

Everywhere one turns, liberal writers, playwrights,
reviewers, editors and such are gushing over the most
mediocre of themes—and each other.

Flaming liberals, doused monthly.

Alas, liberalism’s leading product is the gaseous
re-oxygenation of old, trite, tried-and-compromised
ideas.

To stand aside virtually guarantees that the most
noxious of dull material will be revived by an adoring
Liberal Media Establishment.

Thus, our mission is clear. Every month, we shall
drench these disseminators of fiery nonsense with
unrelenting observations and critique.

Too many “hurrahs” for average performances.

In an era when the standing ovation is frequently
offered for the most desultory performances—on
stage, on film or on paper—we feel bound to cast a
somewhat more critical eye than the mass media
critics.

The Liberal Follies, exposed.

Another theme that delights our readers in every
issue:

Our examination of what passes today for Liberal
Culture.
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time. And our editors take some
satisfaction in commenting on the
absurdities and ironies of liberal atti-
tudes.
At last, there exists a magazine worth

reading for its originality, its zest,
its willingness to examine books, film,
jazz, theater, politics, the press and
other institutions with no concern for
Consensus or Conventional Wisdom.
We invite you to read the next issue of
Chronicles of Culture free. If you like
what you read, we welcome you as one
of our regular subscribers. But you deserve a free
sampling before your final decision.

Simply forward the enclosed Subscription Request
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The Cost of Living

Life, Liberty, and Cost-Benefit Analysis
Thomas G. Marx

More lives could always be saved if society spent

more for kidney dialysis, cancer research, highway safety
barriers, pollution controls, stringent plant safety stan-
dards, and the like. But society is not prepared to save
lives at any cost—and it is also not prepared to admit this
openly. Yet when deci-

that it measures the loss of output to society from some-
one’s premature death. The first variant of this approach
measures soclety’s loss as the reduction of net output, or
production less the individual’s consumption. The sec-
ond variant focuses strictly on the individual, measuring
only lost future consump-

sion makers choose not
to fund particular life-
saving programs, they are

Why do we spend millions of dollars

tion.
The net-output variant
values only the indi-

implicitly determining

to save ome life on the factory floor

vidual’s contribution to
the rest of society, ignor-

that the additional lives
that would be saved are

when those same dollars could save

ing the fact that the indi-

not worth the added cost.
Because the amount of
society’s resources that

numerous lives on the highway?

vidual is also a member of
society who attaches

some considerable value
— ————— ——1

can be allocated to such
programs is limited, these implicit decisions affect the
number of lives saved for any given level of expenditure.
Because the population’s exposure to risk varies by in-
come, age, sex, race, occupation, and geographical loca-
tion, these implicit decisions also have consequences for
whose lives will or will not be saved.

The valuations of life implicit in the expenditures for
different life-saving programs differ dramatically. For
example, kidney dialysis treatment costs $270,000 per
life saved; the Consumer Product Safety Commission’s
proposed lawn mower standards cost from $240,000 to
$1,900,000 per life saved; and the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration’s coke oven emissions stan-
dard is estimated to cost from $4,500,000 to as much as
$158,000,000 per life saved.! If society assigns an im-
plicit value of $158,000,000 to a steelworker’s life, why
does it decline to provide mobile cardiac units, which
could save a life for less than $2,000? Why do we spend
millions of dollars to save one life on the factory floor
when those same dollars could save numerous lives on
the highway?

By explicitly addressing the consequences of life-sav-
ing decisions, cost-benefit analysis can significantly im-
prove the effectiveness of life-saving programs. More
lives would be saved, and decisions on whose lives are to
be saved and how much money is to be allocated to life-
saving programs would be more rational. The biggest
challenge to cost-benefit analysis is the necessary explicit
quantification of the value of the lives saved.

Two basic approaches, each with several variants, are
used to quantify the value of life in cost-benefit analysis.
The foregone-earnings method calculates the present val-
ue of lost future income resulting from premature death
(excluding income generated by capital assets, which are
unaffected by the death). The rationale for this method is
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to living. In effect, this
method views the individual as a machine, a slave whose
only value is production for others. This method has not
been used because of its unsavory policy implications:
Calculations show that society would benefit from the
carly death of retirees, the handicapped, and others
whose net future output is negative. The consumption
variant recognizes the individual, but it also measures
only his monetary losses and ignores the losses that his
death would pose to other members of society.

Anomalies

The basic foregone-earnings approach has been used
frequently, but despite its empirical manageability, it has
serious limitations. It measures neither the value of a
reduction in the risk of death provided by a life-saving
program, not the value of life in any meaningful sense.
Life, after all, is not valued simply for the material goods
and services it can produce. By ignoring all nonmonetary
losses from premature death, this method greatly under-
states the value of life. The exclusive focus on monetary
values also produces numerous anomalies with impor-
tant policy implications—a rich man’s life would be more
highly valued than a poor man’s, and a man’s life would
be worth more than a woman’s. For example, studies
show that the costs of saving a life by encouraging motor-
cycle helmet use are the same as those of a cervical cancer
program—about $3,000. However, the benefits (that is,
the value of the lives saved) figured on discounted future
earnings are 55.6 times the cost for the motorcycle pro-
gram and only 8.9 times the cost of the cervical cancer
program.?

The second method of valuing lives is based more
solidly on economic theory. A fundamental principle of
economics is that the value of a good is determined by
what individuals are willing to pay for it. An individual
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would, of course, pay any amount to prevent certain
death. But what would he pay for a life-saving program
that marginally reduced the statistical probability of pre-
mature death? The clear policy implication is that society
should pay no more for a life-saving program than the
benefiting individuals are willing to pay for it.

For example, if 5,000 individuals exposed to a risk
were each willing to pay $200 for a life-saving program
that reduced the probability of premature death by
0.001, the government should fund this program only if
its cost does not exceed $1,000,000 (5,000 x $200),
which is what the program is worth to the individuals at
risk as measured by their willingness to pay for it.

To this point, economists have been measuring only
what individuals would pay for small reductions in the
probability of premature death. In the aggregate, how-
ever, these individual decisions imply a value of life of
$200,000, since the program will be funded only if its
total cost doesn’t exceed $1,000,000, or $200,000 per
life saved. Society will not spend more than $200,000 to
save the life of a member of this group.

The willingness-to-pay calculation is conceptually
straightforward. However, since these life-saving pro-
grams are not purchased in the market, individuals’ will-
ingness to pay for them must be inferred from market
behavior or from survey data.

The converse of individuals’ willingness to pay for
small reductions in the risk of death is their willingness to
accept compensation for small increases in the risk of
death. And that can be determined from individual be-
havior in the job market, since employees are compen-
sated for the disagreeable characteristics of their occupa-
tions, including the greater risk of death in hazardous
jobs. Several studies have estimated the additional risks
and compensation for employees in hazardous occupa-
tions from which willingness to pay for life-saving pro-
grams can be inferred. For example, if the higher risk of
death associated with the occupation is 0.002 and the
additional compensation for this risk is $300, then soci-
ety should not spend more than $150,000 ($300 =
0.002) to save a life in this occupational group, since this
is the amount the group itself is willing to accept.*

Who Benefits?

A fundamentally different approach to estimating in-
dividuals’ willingness to pay for reductions in the risk of
death is based on direct surveys. For example, Jan Acton
posed the following hypothetical question to a hundred
Bostonians regarding ambulance services for 10,000
people: “In your area, there are about one hundred heart
attacks per year. About forty of these persons die. With
the heart attack program, only twenty of these people
would die. How much would you be willing to pay in
taxes per year for the ambulance so that twenty lives
could be saved in your community?”S The average re-
sponse of $33 indicates that the value of this life-saving
program to each individual is $16,500 (10,000 + 20 %
$33).

There are, however, several basic criticisms of valuing
lives on the willingness-to-pay procedure. Its basic prem-
ise is that the beneficiaries of a government-funded pro-
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gram are better off, while those who bear the costs are, at
least, not worse off, since in theory they could be com-
pensated with the payments beneficiaries are willing to
make. But for many life-saving programs there is no
social transfer mechanism by which the beneficiaries of a
life-saving program can actually be made to pay for it—
despite their apparent willingness to do so. Therefore,
those who bear the costs are worse off.¢

For example, if chemical workers were willing to pay
in aggregate $100,000,000 for reduced exposure to
acrylonitrile and the cost of the reduction to society was
only $90,000,000 dollars, willingness-to-pay criteria
would sanction this life-saving program, since society
could be reimbursed from the payments the chemical
workers would be willing to make. Social welfare would
be improved, since chemical workers would be better off
while the rest of society would be at least as well off.

A failure to save known lives at risk
because of cost considerations would
be an admission that society is willing
to sacrifice lives for dollars.

However, because payments cannot actually be extract-
ed from the chemical workers and the rest of society
reimbursed, some members of society gain and others
lose. Thus, no unambiguous statements can be made
about improvements in social welfare.”

Another basic economic premise underlying the will-
ingness-to-pay approach is that individual decisions
ought to count. But opponents of cost-benefit analysis
question whether individuals can assess the value of the
reductions in risk of premature death provided by life-
saving programs. Indeed, studies show that individuals
systematically underestimate the likelihood of low-prob-
ability events.® The survey method in particular is crit-
icized because the difficulty of valuing small reductions
in risk is compounded by the hypothetical nature of the
questions. Respondents who know that beneficiaries of
the program will not bear the total cost might also over-
estimate or underestimate the value of a life-saving ac-
tivity, depending on the extent to which they would
benefit from or bear the cost of that program.

Furthermore, say critics of the willingness-to-pay ap-
proach, the decisions of individuals who voluntarily ac-
cept greater risks are not representative of society’s as-
sessment of the value of life-saving programs. Individuals
who voluntarily accept greater risks may well be better
able to cope with these risks, or they may value their lives
less. The approach thus ignores large segments of the
population who do not voluntarily take I‘lSkY jobs.

The conceptual and empirical limitations to the vari-
ous approaches to valuing lives have led critics to reject
any use of explicit cost-benefit analysis for evaluating
life-saving programs. But economists, even though they
disagree about the best method, generally agree that all of
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the measures provide helpful guideposts that would sig-
nificantly improve existing decision-making procedures.
For example, Professor Zeckhauser concludes: “The
search should be for significant insights, useful
benchmarks and helpful guidelines, not unequivocal an-
swers. Present procedures are sufficiently haphazard that
even a much qualified analytic approach can provide
substantial benefits.””?

The Moral Questions

The fundamental ethical criticism of explicit cost-ben-
efit analysis is that it is immoral to place a dollar value on
human life. Critics of capitalism argue that “human val-
ues are debased because people are goaded into placing
market prices on everything. . .”’1° To such critics, plac-
ing a dollar value on human life exemplifies the immor-
ality of the market system.

The economic and moral conflicts
over cost-benefit analysis in life-saving
situations must be resolved through
the political process.

There is, however, a fundamental relationship under-
lying cost-benefit analysis that is of mutual concern to
economics and ethics.!! Economics is concerned with the
means of allocating scarce resources to achieve alterna-
tive private and social ends. Ethics is concerned with the
determination of right behavior. There are two basic
ethical approaches to making such a determination. Util-
itarianism judges right behavior by the ends produced;
deontology, the ethical theory of moral duty, requires the
means to be consistent with moral obligations. Bertrand
Russell is undoubtedly correct when he states that in
most circumstances both approaches are needed to deter-
mine what is right behavior:

In judging of conduct we find at the outset two
widely divergent methods, of which one is advo-
cated by some moralists, the other by others, while
both are practiced by those who have no ethical
theory. One of these methods, which is that advo-
cated by utilitarians, judges the rightness of an act
by relation to the goodness or fairness of its conse-
quences. The other method, advocated by intui-
tionists, judges by the approval or disapproval of
the moral sense or conscience. | believe that it is
necessary to combine both theories in order to geta
complete account of right and wrong. There s, I
think, one sense in which a man does right when he
does what will probably have the best conse-
quences, and another in which he does right when
he follows the dictates of his conscience, whatever
the probable consequences may be.!2

Within this means-ends context, it is clear that the
ethical criticisms are against excessive reliance upon util-
itarian justifications for cost-benefit analysis. The mis-
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take of proponents of cost-benefit analysis is to empha-
size the ends (efficient resource allocation) to the
exclusion of deontological concerns for the means. If we
could assess the moral implications of assigning dollar
values to human life, we could determine whether im-
provements in allocative efficiency from cost-benefit
analysis outweighed any offenses to human morality and
dignity—what we may call demoralization costs. The
circumstances that would be offensive include the fol-
lowing;:

® If the lives at risk are identifiable individually or as a
class. When used to value the lives of specific individuals
rather than abstract, statistical lives, explicit cost-benefit
analysis would deny the infinite value of life and also
result in some lives’ being valued more highly than oth-
ers, contradicting our fundamental belief that all persons
are created equal,

® If there is a direct, predictable relationship between
public expenditures and the loss of life due to an involun-
tarily incurred risk. By placing the individual’s fate in the
hands of society, explicit cost-benefit analysis here would
unmistakably deny the infinite value of life.

® [f the group at risk is economically or socially disad-
vantaged People with preexisting grievances are likely to
perceive explicit cost-benefit analysis as calculated ex-
ploitation. Their fears would be compounded if analysis
employed the foregone-earnings approach, which would
assign them a lower value of life.

A failure to save known lives at risk because of cost
considerations would be an admission that society is
willing to sacrifice lives for dollars, Demoralization costs
here would be intolerable, Imagine the moral impact on a
society that witnessed the death of trapped mine workers
because the cost of rescue exceeded the value of their lives
or because it was determined that the resources could be
more effectively used to broaden road shoulders on a
busy highway.

In this and other, similar circumstances, such as air and
sea disasters and kidney dialysis treatment, society is
willing to allocate substantially more resources than it
would allocate to programs that would save a greater
number of unknown, statistical lives.

Alas! Poor Bosworth!

When the risk is involuntarily assumed or very costly
for the individual to avoid, as with workplace exposure
to potential carcinogens or kidney disease, society’s mor-
al obligation to save lives is much greater than when the
risks are voluntarily assumed, as in the case of lung
cancer from smoking or a traffic accident from not wear-
ing a seat belt. Cost-benefit analysis is not necessary in
these latter circumstances because in assuming the
known risk, the individuals themselves balanced benefits
against costs. Society therefore does not have the same
moral obligation to save those lives and, indeed, must
weigh its responsibility for the safety of its members
against its moral duty to preserve the individual’s right to
choose.

Both of those dimensions of demoralization costs—
known identity of the victims and involuntarily incurred
risk—are vividly illustrated by a fable spun by Steve
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Babson.13 Mr. Babson strikingly reveals the moral turpi-
tude of cost-benefit analysis with a supposed kidnapping
of Barry Bosworth, former head of the Council on Wage
and Price Stability and a proponent of cost-benefit analy-
sis. Mr. Bosworth’s kidnappers demand a $6,000,000
ransom. Unfortunately for Mr. Bosworth, that sum far
exceeds his $1,400,000 discounted future earnings, the
figure used by the council staff to value his life. Thus,
“Qur fable ends, and so, alas, does poor Bosworth.”14
Mr. Babson’s point is that this fable illustrates what
occurs routinely with the use of cost-benefit analysis to
evaluate workplace safety standards, highway traffic
safety, cancer research, kidney dialysis, or any other life-
saving program.

Because of demoralization cost considerations, how-
ever, Mr. Bosworth would be saved. The identity of the
victim is known, and the risks are completely involuntary
and beyond his control. In such circumstances society is
prepared to spend vast sums to save lives. Society, how-
ever, would not be prepared to spend such amounts to
save Mr. Bosworth, and even less prepared to save statis-
tical lives, from voluntarily assumed risks like smoking,
careless driving, or mountain climbing.

The third instance that would generate large demoral-
ization costs is if the people at risk are disadvantaged. A
failure to allocate resources to sickle-cell anemia re-
search, for example, would be unpalatable because of the
economically disadvantaged status of blacks in addition
to the known identity of the group (though not the
individuals) and the involuntary nature of the risk.

Thus, demoralization cost considerations would
weigh heavily against the use of explicit cost-benefit
analysis to justify kidney dialysis programs, sickle-cell
anemia research, and rescue operations, but they support
its use for evaluating highway safety expenditures and
treatment of smoking-related diseases. The recognition
of demoralization costs thus provides a method for rec-
onciling the fundamental means-ends conflict and a sys-
tematic basis for the eclectic use of cost-benefit analysis
in life-saving situations.

Enter Politics

The economic and moral conflicts over cost-benefit
analysis in life-saving situations must be resolved
through the political process. Political decision making
differs from private decision making in several respects.
The decisions affect the lives of others, they are binding
on all, and they typically confer benefits on one group
and costs on another. Since collective decisions must also
reflect democratic principles of political equality, they
must give greater weight to distributional justice than
private market decisions, which emphasize economic ef-
ficiency. Because of these differences, society may not
wish to utilize explicit cost-benefit analysis for public
decision making. Professor Zeckhauser explains:

Acceptance of the importance of process in life
valuation has some discomforting implications,
particularly for those who are trained to the use of
analysis. We may find that we are spending $100,000
to save a life in one area, but sacrificing lives in
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others that could be saved for an expenditure of
$10,000. The consequence is that WitE a realloca-
tion of resources toward the latter area we could
have both more lives and more money. Yet, if the
decisions in the two areas were well accepted by the
society, then it might be preferable not to change.
Lives and dollars are sacrificed in return for more
satisfaction with the way these decisions have been
made.1?

Economists may bemoan this trade-off, but given their
acceptance of individual preferences elsewhere, they can-
not object if society wishes to balance lives against satis-
faction with the fairness and morality of the decision-
making process as well as the cost of saving lives. Similar
considerations of due process in the legal profession
mitigate against the use of explicit cost-benefit analysis.
Economists also quickly note, however, that since every

Economic efficiency is a critical ele-
ment in decisions when resources are
inadequate to satisfy society’s broad
desires to protect life.

life-saving decision carries with it an implicit valuation of
life, explicit cost-benefit analysis is not inconsistent with
accepted political values and decision-making processes.
Robert Smith, for example, states: “It is more honest and
useful to quantify these benefits explicitly than it is to
pretend one is ‘above’ such a ‘dollar-and-cents’ approach
and then value the benefits implicitly.” 16

Explicit cost-benefit analysis establishes the value of
life in advance as a key variable in the decision. The
outcome is then largely determined by the arithmetic.
Implicit decision-making procedures are not based on
such calculations. The decision makers are not aware of
the implicit value assigned to the lives at risk until after
the decision has been made: “The decision maker would
see himself as simply having made a deliberative judg-
ment; the ‘end effect’ [cost-benefit] equivalency number
did not play a causal role in the decision but at most
merely reflects it.”!7 For example, the estimated cost
{and implicit value) of $158,000,000 per life saved by
coke emission standards or $625,000,000 per life saved
by acrylonitrile standards did not enter into OSHA’s
evaluations of these programs.

Making Society Safe

The same distinction exists for collective decisions
based on individual willingness-to-pay calculations. An
individual’s willingness to pay for small reductions in the
risk of premature death is also not based on explicit
dollar estimates of the value of life. The value of life that
these decisions imply is known only after the decisions
have been made and aggregated. Thus, it can be reason-
ably argued that public decisions reflecting individuals’
willingness to pay for reductions in risk are no more
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based on explicit dollars-and-cents estimates of the value
of life than deliberative judgment procedures.

Because the allocation of resources to life-saving pro-
grams is decided by elected representatives, the private
political costs and benefits to these decision makers also
enter the debate. Explicit cost-benefit analysis has sub-
stantial costs for political decision makers when its use
reduces their probability of reelection by disgruntled
(demoralized) voters. Politicians therefore eschew ex-
plicit cost-benefit analysis more than is justified by eco-
nomic, demoralization cost, or process considerations.
For example, Congress mandated that workplaces be
“free of hazard” and specified ““zero discharge” of pollu-
tants into waterways, not that water pollution be re-
duced until the marginal benefits equaled the incremental
cost. Indeed, there is little mention of costs in any of the
numerous regulations enacted throughout the 1970s.18

Unwarranted Bias

Another political consideration is the role that private
interest groups play. Because the benefits and costs of
life-saving programs fall on different sectors of society,
private interest groups actively support programs from
which they benefit regardless of total costs to society,
while opposing other programs whose benefits exceed
the costs. For example, the Oil and Chemical Workers
Union has argued that “Congress mandated very specifi-
cally that the workplace should be free of hazards. It
didn’t say the workplace should be free from hazards
only if the employer could afford it, or only if it wouldn’t
cost him too much money.”!? The United Steel Workers
Union found it “despicable” that anyone should question
coke-fume standards estimated to cost at least
$4,500,000 per worker saved.20

Whether a life-saving program benefits the few while
costing the many or vice versa, public policy is not likely
to favor efficient allocation of resources. In the first
instance—when benefits accrue to a small, identifiable
group but costs are spread across society—the benefici-
aries oppose explicit cost-benefit analysis. The general
public tends to be indifferent to the cost of any particular
life-saving program, even one that benefits the few, since
when spread across society, the cost is small. Further-
more, the public is not easily organized for political
action on such issues. Thus, there is unwarranted opposi-
tion and indifference to cost-benefit analysis.

In the second case—when society at large benefits from
a life-saving program whose cost falls on a small group—
those who bear the burden advocate explicit cost-benefit

1. M. J. Bailey, Reducing Risks to Life (Washington, D.C.:
American Enterprise Institute, 1980), p. 26.

2. S. E. Rhoades, “How Much Should We Spend to Save a
Life?” in The Public Interest (Spring 1978), p. 79.
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Storytelling and Virtue

I William Kirk Kilpatrick

n After Virtue Alasdair MacIntyre observes that in all
classical and heroic societies, “the chief means of moral
education is the telling of stories.”? In a real sense the
heroes of The Illiad and The Odyssey were the moral
tutors of the Greeks. Likewise, Aeneas was the model of
heroic piety on which

needed to present a dilemma. We have no interest in him,
only in his case. One cannot imagine parents passing
down to their children the saga of Heinz and the stolen
drug.

The second difference is this: The actors in the dilem-
mas are not tied to any

young Romans were nur-
tured. Icelandic and Irish
children were suckled on

... no attempt is made to delinate

social particularities—
traditions, loyalties, loca-
tions, or histories. True,

sagas. And the Christian
world, which reaped the

character in the moral dilemma,

Heinz is attached to his
wife, but there is no indi-

inheritance of both clas-

whereas character is everything in the

cation why he should be.

sical and heroic societies,
carried on this tradition
of moral education with

heroic story.

We know why Ulysses is
loyal to Penelope, since
her virtues are carefully

Bible stories, storles from

the lives of saints, and stories of chivalry. To be educated
properly was to know of Achilles and Odysseus, Hector
and Aeneas, and later to know of Beowulf and Arthur
and Percival and the Christian story of salvation.

The telling of stories does not seem to hold a place of
much importance in contemporary attempts at moral
education. In most American and Canadian schools the
favored methods for developing moral awareness are the
moral reasoning approach of Harvard psychologist Law-
rence Kohlberg and the values clarification approach
developed by University of Massachusetts psychologist
Sidney Simon and his colleagues. These models rely heav-
ily on group discussion, analysis of competing claims,
and the development of decision-making skills. The clos-
est approximation to a story is the presentation of a
moral dilemma: a man contemplates stealing a drug for
his dying wife; passengers on a foundering lifeboat de-
cide whether to toss their fellows overboard and who
should be sacrificed; survivors in a fallout shelter debate
whether to admit outsiders to their sanctuary.

It will be apparent at once that there are important
differences between these modern ““fables” and the old
ones. And the differences give us, in turn, a clue to the
differences in thinking that animate the modern as op-
posed to the classical and Christian approaches to moral
education. The first difference is that no attempt is made
to delineate character in the moral dilemma, whereas
character is everything in the heroic story. In the saga or
epic everything revolves around the character of the
hero—whether he exercises or fails to exercise the vir-
tues. But the characters in the dilemmas have no charac-
ters, only decisions to make. Both Heinz (the man in the
purloined drug dilemma) and Ulysses must aid their
wives, but there the comparison ends. Heinz is no Ulys-
ses. He is a blank, a cipher. He is there because he is
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enumerated. As in all the
old stories the hero’s deeds are rooted in loyalty not only
to homeland and tribe but also to hearth—essential de-
tails that are absent from the dilemmas.

It might be objected here that the modern dilemmas are
intended not to tell stories but to embody principles or,
more properly, the clash of principles: property rights,
for example, versus the value of a human life, with the
nod presumably going to the more universal value. But
this 1s precisely the point I wish to make, for what is
implied in this approach is that particular loves and
loyalties—the kind that make for a good story—are
largely irrelevant to moral issues. One can somehow
dispense with the prelude of moral particularities and
leap right into the arena of universal principles. The
assumption is that the kernel of good moral judgment lies
in abstract devotion to abstract principles. In Kohlberg’s
scheme, where justice is the sole guiding principle, one
must leave mother and father, wife and husband, and
cleave to the principle of Justice with a capital J. More-
over, there is the suggestion that devotion to father and
mother or attachment between wife and husband may
have nothing to do with the pursuit of justice. As in so
much contemporary psychology, the central concern is
with the autonomous individual.

The third difference between the old stories and the
new dilemmas is that the new stories, properly speaking,
do not have endings. They are open-ended, unfinished.
They await your judgment. What should the shelter sur-
vivors do next? You decide. Was Heinz right to steal the
drug? You decide. There is, in short, no sense that the
story is ever complete or definitive. It’s up for grabs and
will be again next year with the next class. You can do
what you want with these stories; you cannot with The
Odyssey. There is no sense of a life fully lived or a mission
completed. All of which amounts to saying that they are
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In the old epics, like The Odyssey, the superheroes’

not stories after all. The old storytelling approach to
moral education has been replaced with something new.

The new approach is one from which the concepts of
character and virtue are entirely missing. From its point
of view, the life of a man is envisioned not as a personal
story in which accumulated habits and actions may even-
tually harden into virtue or vice, but as a disconnected
series of ethical and other dilemmas—all amenable to
rational solution. If we return to the heroic, classical, and
Christian stories, we can see how stark this contrast is
and how radically novel the new approach is. And al-
though the current techniques of moral education are
largely the offspring of psychologists, we may note that
the ancients had a more profound grasp of the psychol-
ogy underlying moral education.

The telling of stories—as opposed to the presentation
of open-ended dilemmas—implies first of all that adults
have something to pass on to children, a valuable inheri-
tance that children might not come by on their own. This
is easy enough to accept about other cultures. “If we were
anthropologists observing members of a tribe,” writes
Andrew Oldenquist, ““it would be the most natural thing

in the world to expect them to teach their morality and .

culture to their children and, moreover, to think that they
had a perfect right to do so ... 2 If we observed, he
continues, that a society failed to do these things, we
would conclude that they were “ruined, pitiable, alien-
ated from their own values, and on the way out.””3 As |
say, this is easy enough to see for other cultures, but when
it comes to our own, a certain inhibition against cultural
transmission sets in. A pervasive mentality of nondirec-
tiveness and subjectiveness dictates that we don’t have
the right to impose our values on our children. And
consequently, we are forced to create the fiction that each

Storytelling and Virtue

qualities do not end with raw power.

child is in his own right a miniature Socrates—a moral
philosopher, as Kohlberg would have it.

The traditional view is that adults do possess a moral
treasure, and that to deprive children of it would in itself
show a lack of virtue. We do not, to draw a rough
analogy, wait until our children have reached the age of
reason before suggesting that they brush their teeth. But
sooner or later children will be able to figure out for
themselves that brushing is a prudent practice. This is not
necessarily true of moral practices. The moral treasure
can be acquired only in a certain way. And if it is not
obtained in that way, itis not possessed at all. This is why
Aristotle said that only those who have been well brought
up can usefully study ethics. And why Plato maintained
that the well-bred youth is nurtured from his earliest days
to love the Good and the Beautiful ““so that when Reason
at length comes to him, then bred as he has been, he will
hold out his hands in welcome and recognize her because
of the affinity he bears to her.””#

Just Sentiments
There is little chance that one who does not learn
proper affections and just sentiments as a child will ever
fully comprehend them. His knowledge, in short, will
always be limited. What he can know will be determined
by his sentiments, by dispositions and inclinations
learned in childhood. A person who is not well habitu-
ated to virtue may come upon the fundamental principles
of ethics, but he may never be able to grasp them prop-
erly. He comes upon them like an anthropologist stum-
bling upon tribal customs. He can describe them, write
about them, analyze them, but he does not know them as
an initiate knows them—even though the things he ob-
serves are his own cultural values. One cannot begin to
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understand the moral life until one begins to live it.
Consequently, the autonomous moral explorer, because
of his detached stance, is in no position to appreciate the
practice of virtue, let alone practice it himself.

Writing on “the need for an inevitability of moral
indoctrination,” philosopher Bruce B. Suttle states: “If a
person has no moral precepts and sensibilities, then those
deficiencies cannot be corrected by offering the person
moral reasons and evidence for why he should acquire
moral precepts and sensibilities. Without a general moral
point of view, without a set of moral precepts and sen-
sibilities, no moral arguments in support of having a
moral point of view could be judged convincing, let alone
recognized as moral arguments.”’

What, then, is the proper form of education in regard
to morality? It is, necessarily, an initiation, “men trans-
mitting manhood to men,” as C. S. Lewis puts it.6 And
this is best accomplished not by direct moral exhortation
but indirectly through example and practice. One cannot
have classes in moral education. It is, rather, more like an
apprentice learning from a master. “Lewis, like Aristo-
tle,” writes Gilbert Meilander, “believes that moral prin-
ciples are learned indirectly from others around us, who
serve as exemplars. And he, again like Aristotle, suggests
that it will be extremely difficult to develop virtuous
individuals apart from a virtuous society.””

Yet, even in the most virtuous of societies, adults,
recognizing their own shortcomings, have seen the need
to point to examples of moral wisdom and moral courage
beyond themselves. Hence the reliance on heroic stories
as the embodiment of cultural ideals. When virtues have
fallen into desuetude, the need for stories about virtuous
and courageous men, women, and children becomes
more acute. Aware of this, Lewis created in The Chroni-
cles of Narnia a literature of virtue of the type that can be
considered both exemplar of and preparation for a ma-
ture morality. The Narnia Chronicles certainly seem to
embody Aristotle’s dictum that the aim of education is to
make the pupil like and dislike what he ought.

But if heroic stories provide examples, we need to ask,
examples of what? It would be a mistake to look upon the
heroes of myth and epic as examples of autonomous
moral agents or inventors of new moralities (as Nietzsche
did), just as it would be a mistake to look upon them as
stoic rule-abiders. The heroes of such stories are not
moral philosophers, nor are they stoic. They are virtuous,
or they strive to be virtuous. For classical and heroic
societies and for those that sustain those traditions, mo-
rality is not a matter of following rules or making rules; it
has to do with acquiring virtue. The virtues displayed by
Achilles are what hold our attention, not any set of
maxims he may expound. It is his loyalty to his friends
that matters, not his loyalty to principle. Virtues are
displayed in his actions, not only in what he says. The
heroic man is not a moral pioneer who charts new ethics;
rather, he is someone who does what ought to be done.

Even in the Gospel stories, the heroic theme is pre-
dominant. As I have written elsewhere, ““there is nothing
in Christ’s attitude about himself to suggest that he saw
himself mainly as a teacher. There is a strong suggestion
that Jesus looked upon himself as someone who had a job
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to do. And the quality of that task was not unlike the
quest of a Greek or Roman hero.”8 Christ does what is
required. He comes to do the will of him by whom he was
sent. He lays down his life for his friends, not for the sake
of a principle.

Indeed, in the heroic literature there is usually very
little question about what has to be done (most of the
moral dilemmas in the Gospels are posed by the Phar-
isees); the question is whether the hero can resist tempta-
tion and do what he ought to do. Will his training in the
virtues see him through?

What is revealed in heroic stories is a profoundly real-
istic appraisal of behavior under conditions of combat—
when it is dangerous to act as one ought or a price will
have to be paid. When the hero is weary, outnumbered,
or alone, when his resources are depleted or temptation is
overwhelming, he does better to rely on his acquired

Virtue requires not . . . moral autono-
my but certain forms of submission. It
requires the acceptance of standards
set by others. . . .

virtue than on his knack for moral philosophy. Likewise,
most of us are thrown into situations where there is little
time to weigh the moral pros and cons. Then, the best
question we can ask is, what do good men and women do
in such situations? We are more likely to find an answer
to that question if our training includes a thorough ex-
posure to stories of virtue.

There are two other points to be noticed. First, the
acquisition of virtue is never an individual project. Virtue
is acquired through our own actions but also through the
actions of others. Virtue is always, in part, a gift: As
Maclntyre notes, “there is no way to possess the virtues
except as part of a tradition.”® Acquiring virtue requires
not the exercise of moral autonomy but certain forms of
submission. It requires the acceptance of standards set by
others and even submission to forms of arduous training.
The initiate to the virtuous life is the bearer of a tradition
and owes respect to those who bore the tradition before
he was born. Virtue, therefore, is rooted in particu-
larities—the particularities of certain traditions, commu-
nities, and families. From that starting point one can go
on to a more universal morality, but as Maclntyre sug-
gests, the notion of living completely in that universal
realm is a dangerous illusion because such a step leads
not to virtue but to ideological obsession.

The second point is that training in virtue is an educa-
tion sentimentale. Maclntyre defines virtues as “disposi-
tions not only to act in particular ways but also to feel in
particular ways.” !9 The good man or woman is one who
almost instinctively hates evil and loves what is right.
This suggests why the telling of stories is a particularly
good method of moral education, for it is widely recog-
nized that stories have the power of eliciting sentiments
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that formal education does not. Stories alone are not
sufficient, of course. Literary critic George Steiner re-
minds us that there is a type of literate person who
responds to the cry in the book but turns a deaf ear to the
cry in the streets.!! Other forms of moral training are
surely necessary. But since training in virtue is in part an
education sentimentale, storytelling will be an important
part of that training.

A logical corollary to this is that evenhanded, dispas-
sionate discussions of values like those advocated by
Kohlberg and Simon may undercut moral sentiments and
impart the notion that moral questions are merely intel-
lectual problems rather than human problems that natu-
rally stir strong emotions. The very idea that all things are
open to discussion and all values are to be accorded equal
respect subtly undermines the virtuous instinct that some
things are and ought to be repugnant and contemptible to

And the erosion of these sentiments
. . . contributes to the climate that per-
mits the pornographer, the drug push-
er, and the rapist to flourish.

the well-brought-up person. The nonjudgmental ap-
proach may thus tend to neutralize any character training
that may have taken place. Once again, this may be good
preparation for producing detached anthropologists, but
it is a dubious form of moral education. Andrew Olden-
quist states the matter well in observing that  ‘objec-
tive,’ noncommittal discussions of our own moral princi-
ples, conducted as though one were discussing the mores
of some distant tribe about which one cares nothing, will
lead young people to sense that it is not morality that is
being discussed, and, perhaps, to view their own moral
community as though it were that distant tribe.”!?

Threshold of Tolerance

If virtue is a matter of habituation, so is vice. In fact,
the kind of morally neutral discussion of values men-
tioned above can easily become a form of desensitization
to thinking in terms of either virtue or vice. One gets
habituated instead to thinking in terms of rights, wants,
and needs. This nonjudgmental atmosphere, which is not
confined to the moral education classroom but rather has
become all-pervasive, prepares the way for more blatant
forms of desensitization. Enter the media with their pen-
chant for discussing any and all topics with the neutral
attitude of the talk show host. Enter the advertiser who
steadily advances into areas that were once thought too
private or too important to be exploited. Enter the so-
ciologists and the psychologists with explanations and
excuses for criminal behavior. Enter the gratuitous depic-
tion of violence on the screen. Enter pornography. One
becomes used to it all. One’s threshold of tolerance is
raised higher and higher. Moral sensitivities acquired in
childhood—if they ever were acquired—begin to erode.

Storytelling and Virtue

D

“Blush, blush, thou lump of foul deformity,” cries
Lady Anne to Richard II]. But like Shakespeare’s Rich-
ard, many of us have long since lost the capacity to blush.
Where habits of virtue do not prosper, it is certain that
habituation to vice will. It is important to note that we
are talking here primarily about habitual responses, not
necessarily about habitual actions. The fact that indi-
viduals can continue to refrain from vicious deeds does
not prevent a gradual erosion of proper moral senti-
ments. And the erosion of these sentiments in those who
still maintain a moral life contributes to the climate that
permits the pornographer, the drug pusher, and the rap-
ist to flourish.

Habituation is a fact of life as surely in our time as it
was in Aristotle’s. The difference perhaps is that only the
advertisers, the media, and the promoters still recognize
that fact. This gives them an enormous advantage over
the naive majority, who cling piously to the belief that
values are somehow self-created when, in fact, their val-
ues are the playthings of the desensitizers. For desensi-
tization is the engine of the current moral upheaval.
Thirty years ago C. S. Lewis contemplated the possibility
of an ““abolition of man”—an alteration of human nature
that would remove man’s moral nature.!3 The first step
would be a deconditioning process, “the stifling of all
deep-set repugnancies.” !4

Perhaps the most disconcerting aspect of this kind of
desensitization is that the more effectively it is carried
out, the less likely are its victims to have any awareness of
what is happening. Those who have been well condi-
tioned are usually the last to know. Such an analysis
suggests that whatever lack of sophistication they may
suffer from, the Moral Majority have a keener eye for the
current moral climate than the representatives of Kohl-
berg’s school of thought.

A Vision of Life

What, to return to the central theme of this paper, do
stories have to do with all this? Just this: Stories of virtue,
courage, and justice can and should play a central partin
the formation of good habit, that is, in the formation of
character. Stories provide a way of habituating children
to virtue. They help to instill proper sentiments. They
reinforce indirectly the more explicit moral teaching of
family, church, and school. They provide also a defense
against the relentless process of desensitization that goes
on in modern societies. And they provide a standard
against which erosion of standards can be measured.

In addition, stories expand the imagination. Moral
development is not simply a matter of becoming more
rational or acquiring decision-making skills. It has to do
with vision, the way one looks at life. Indeed, moral evil
and sin are sometimes described by theologians as an
inability to see rightly. Conversely, moral improvement
is often described (by very ordinary people as well as
theologians) as the result of seeing things in a different
light or seeing them for the first time. “I was blind but
now I see” is more than a line from an old hymn; it is the
way a great many people look at their moral growth. It is
therefore entirely inadequate to explain morality in terms
of developmental stages, as Kohlberg does. The transfor-
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mation of the moral life is rarely effected without a
transformation of imagination. It follows that one of the
central tasks of moral education is to nourish the imag-
ination with rich and powerful images of the kind found
in stories, myths, poems, biography, and drama. If we
wish our children to grow up with a deep and adequate
vision of life, we must provide a rich fund for them to
draw on.1?

What’s more, stories appeal to the child’s normal need
for identification, which is a need not for finding others
just like himself (the mistake of so much contemporary
children’s literature) but for finding others who are better
than himself—who are just like he might become if he
fulfills his potential for goodness. Identification, there-
fore, is built on pretense, but there is such a thing as good
pretense. C. S. Lewis, in writing about his own develop-
ment, admits to a certain hypocrisy when in the company
of an army friend, a man of deep conscience. He then
says, “The distinction between pretending you are better
than you are and beginning to be better in reality is finer
than moral sleuthhounds conceive.” 16

Pure Hearts and Kindly Kings

Not just any stories will do, however. Though realistic
stories about boys and girls just like oneself probably do
no harm, they fail to enlarge the imagination in the way
that heroic stories do. But we must also be clear about
what we mean by a hero. Heroic stories link strength or
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____ A Symposium on Defense

America has embarked on a massive rearma-
ment program to make up for the lost decade of
the 1970s, during which the Soviet Union
outspent the United States in defense by about
$400 billion. Money will not be enough, how-
ever, unless the defense dollars are spent wise-
ly. There is little margin for error in U.S. defense
planning. The Soviet military establishment is
assured an ever-increasing flow of rubles, but it
is feast or famine for the Pentagon as public
moods fluctuate wildly in response to domestic
economic developments. Until just recently,
defense spending had increased in real terms
for no more than three years in a row. Now,
even the enthusiasm for defense spending so
apparent during the election campaign of
1980 is tlagging.

To have any chance at all in a military
conflict with the Soviet Union, U.S.
armed forces need innovative strat-
egies, sound tactics, and cost-effec-
tive hardware. Unfortunately, it is
not clear whether the military is address-
ing critical weaknesses with well-con-
ceived programs.

A response to Soviet nuclear superi-
ority is one of the problem areas. The
U.S.S.R. has upset the thirty-five-year-
old structure of stable deterrence by putting at risk Amer-
ica’s second-strike nuclear forces. The Reagan adminis-
tration’s attempt to redress the imbalance with a $180
billion program to modernize strategic nuclear forces,
centered on the MX, is running into snags. First, a politi-
cally acceptable and militarily survivable basing mode
for the MX has so far eluded the administration. Second,
many Americans, disheartened by the administration’s
view of the Soviet Union as an implacable enemy bent on
military superiority and the seemingly endless buildup of
nuclear weapons that such a view implies, are embracing
proposals for various degrees of unilateral nuclear arms
restraint.

Do space-based defense systems perhaps offer a realis-
tic hope of neutralizing the destructive power of offensive
nuclear weapons?

Making nuclear missiles virtually obsolete, however,
will not eliminate the Soviet military threat. The
U.S.S.R., situated in the heart of the Eurasian continent,
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“BRITISH TAR”
OF THE FUTURI.

=%, can concentrate its massive conventional
L forces in Europe or Southwest Asia to
\ achieve significant numerical superiority
over the United States and its allies. West-
ern defense of the Persian Gulf would be
especially difficult because the United States
p has no ground forces based in the area.
A%  Moreover, the Rapid Deployment Force
% could not be mobilized quickly enough to
3 intervene effectively, and the price tag of
- an adequate airlift capability may be too
_ high, given political constraints on defense
spending. Is there a viable alternative to
the RDF as it is currently structured?

A substitute for the RDF would still
have to fight numerically superior So-
7 viet forces. NATO forces would be out-

numbered as well. To compensate, the

United States is deploying technologi-

cally sophisticated weapons platforms,
some equipped with powerful radars to
“illuminate” Soviet attackers. The Navy,
for example, 1s spending billions of dollars
for air defense systems to protect its carrier
battle groups against Soviet cruise
missiles. This approach, however,
may be dangerously misguided. In fu-
ture combat, stealth and deception
may be more important for victory than tactics in the
style of “damn the torpedoes, full speed ahead!”

The role of technology in U.S. weapons design is a
major point of contention between “military reformers,”
who believe that the services are wasting money on cost-
ineffective weapons too complex for the modern battle-
field, and “traditionalists,” who believe that high-tech-
nology weapons are essential to counter Soviet numerical
advantages. Both sides, however, have so far failed to
confront the major limiting factor in U.S. military plan-
ning: the All-Volunteer Force. How—within the con-
straints of the AVF—can the U.S. field larger forces using
technologically simple weapons or maintain technologi-
cally sophisticated weapons with smaller forces?

Policy Review has invited several military experts to
address those issues. Following are four innovative solu-
tions that could help the United States field a truly robust
military force within politically realistic budgets.
Robert Foelber
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Military technology—ironclad ships—prompted amusement in 1862, as seen in the Punch cartoon at the left. Today’s

technological advances prompt strong feelings but seldom amusement. Above is an artist’s conception of a Lockheed
space defense system that some say could be feasible by the turn of the century.

Defense from Space

cc hen the Soviet Union achieved the ability to de-
stroy most of the Western world’s missiles, air bases, and
other strategic assets by using only a small fraction of its
own ballistic missiles, it put us all in a terrible situation.
Henceforth, whenever we contemplate achieving any
sort of political, economic, or military advantage—or
frustrating any major Soviet move—we will have to real-
ize that the Soviets, if they care enough, will be able to
deny us the fruits of our labors by threatening or carrying
out a disarming strategic strike. Today the Western
world has no credible means of dealing with such a
prospect. Some of the nuclear weapons aboard U.S.,
French, and British missiles and aircraft would survive a
first strike. But their number would be far inferior to the
Soviets’ remaining arsenal. Above all, they could not
attack that arsenal and succeed because they were never
designed to do so. Hence, even more than before an
attack, the Soviets would be capable of doing more harm
unto us than we could do unto them. Clearly, as long as
the Soviets maintain this capability we will be more
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deterred than they, and the world’s affairs will come
increasingly in their grasp.

To reverse this continuing shift in the world’s balance
of power, we will have to deal with the Soviet Union’s
superiority in ballistic missiles. There are only two ways
we can hope to do this. First, we could try to outbuild the
Soviets in the field of offensive missiles so that someday
we could threaten to kill most Soviet missiles on the
ground—thus, threaten to do unto the Soviets what they
can now threaten to do unto us. Second, we could pre-
pare to neutralize Soviet missiles after they were
launched against us. There is no third option other than
to continue our present slide into impotence. The first
option, building more missiles than the Soviets, is proba-
bly not available to us because the Soviets have at least
five production lines open for long-range missiles to our
one. The missile race is over. The Soviets have won.
However, we can reverse that victory by building systems
to destroy Soviet missiles in flight. By knocking down
incoming missiles, we could protect not just our strategic
assets but our own lives as well.

In recent years, protection of the population has not
been among the goals of our strategic planners. This has
made Western countries susceptible to even faint threats
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of nuclear blackmail and has caused our military efforts
to appear unrelated to what most people expect from
their governments: safety. Not the least effect of a com-
mitment to defense against Soviet ballistic missiles would
be to strengthen the Western public’s confidence in their
governments.

A missile—or a warhead—in flight may be destroyed
either by interceptor missiles or by directed energy, from
the ground or from orbiting platforms. Each ground-
based system must necessarily have a very limited field of
view and must intercept warheads directed at its own
area. Such systems are most effective as terminal defenses
for individual targets. To cover all plausible targets, hun-
dreds of interceptor missiles and their guidance radars
must be spread around the country. In the late 1960s,
then Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara disap-
proved a plan to do just that because, he said, although a
network of ground-based interceptors would catch most
incoming warheads, some part of a “thick’ attack would
get through. Moreover, any part of a ground-based net-
work could be overwhelmed.

The only way to truly disrupt an attack is to strike at
the missiles during the early part of their flight. This can
only be done from space. In the early 1960s Mr.
McNamara canceled a program (Project Defender, run
by the Boeing Company) to place in orbit clusters of anti-
missile rockets, each of which would have been launched
at an attacking Soviet missile. Given the imprecision of
guidance systems in those days, the interceptor rockets
would have had to carry nuclear weapons. Not all would
have found their targets. Some Soviet missiles would
have gotten through. Mr. McNamara judged that since
this defensive system would have been imperfect, we
should have no defense against ballistic missiles at all,
and that we should trust for our safety in the mutual
vulnerability of the Soviet and the American popula-
tions.

Layers and Lasers

Today, more than ever, space is the environment in
which defense against ballistic missiles may best be ac-
complished. As they enter space, missiles are relatively
slow. Given the distinctive infrared characteristics of
their exhaust, they cannot be mistaken for anything else.
Moreover, these missiles—especially the Soviet Union’s
liquid-fueled models—are physically flimsy and can be
destroyed by relatively small amounts of energy. Further-
more, the warheads from missiles destroyed during the
boost phase would drop back onto the region from which
they came. In recent years technology has made possible
the building of laser weapons, which can take full advan-
tage of these conditions. Unlike interceptor missiles,
lasers deliver their energy at the speed of light through the
vacuum of space. But no conceivable laser weapon could
ever guarantee that not a single Soviet missile would ever
get to dispense its warheads. That is why space-based
defenses must always be combined with ground-based
terminal defenses. We must never lose sight of the fact
that protection of the country can result only from the
cumulative effect of a number of systems arrayed in
mutually supporting layers.
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This said, however, we must note that the technology
of space-based lasers provides us with the chance to build
a first defensive layer that is far more effective than any
previously possible. If we took full advantage of present
technology, the U.S. could place into orbit several dozen
high-energy lasers by the early 1990s. These lasers would
be powered by liquid hydrogen and fluorine. At altitudes
of about 1,000 miles in nearly polar orbits, they would
have fields of view of about 5,000 miles. About one third
of the number in orbit would be in view of the Soviet
ICBM fields at any given time. The rest would be in
position to strike Soviet submarine-launched missiles as
well as long-range bombers. Each could deposit enough
energy on a missile to kill it within a few seconds or less.

The precise effect of a space-based laser defense would
depend on the power of the laser itself, the quality of the
beam that was generated, the accuracy and steadiness of

It would only be logical to use this
century’s technology against this cen-
tury’s threat while working on ever-
better space defenses . . .

the beam, the speed with which it could be retargeted,
and the number of laser stations. In addition, of course,
the system’s effectiveness would depend on the precise
resistance of Soviet missiles to laser light and on the
manner in which the Soviets chose to launch their mis-
siles.

Today the TRW Company is building cylindrical hy-
drogen fluoride lasers for use in space. If the cylinder is
built according to some proposed designs, it will put out
more than 10,000,000 watts of laser light. The Lockheed
Corporation is building a device to point out and hold a
laser beam on a moving target the size of a missile 3,000
miles away. The Eastman Kodak Company and other
leaders in the optical field are building machinery and
processes to produce sections for the large (ten-meter)
laser beam reflectors. A variety of other aerospace com-
panies—for example, Martin Marietta, Boeing, and
Sperry Rand—are developing parts to insulate the beam
director from the laser and to process the enormous
amounts of electronic data needed to make each station
function as part of an overall system. Since 1981, as a
result of action by the Senate, the Air Force has been
doing a few of the many things required to integrate all
this technology into actual laser weapons.

The principal technical argument raised by those who
do not wish to build space laser defenses—or wish to
slow their development—is that although the weapons
we could build with the above-mentioned technology
could easily destroy any missile that we or the Soviets
have built or are building, they could not destroy hypo-
thetical missiles built of laser-resistant materials. Such
materials, however, either do not exist or are inappropri-
ate for building missiles. At any rate, this generation of
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Americans is threatened by this generation of Soviet
missiles and will continue to be until some defensive
systems are put in place. It would only be logical to use
this century’s technology against this century’s threat
while working on ever-better space defenses for the fu-
ture.

In fact, however, the arguments regarding whether this
country should integrate current technology into a space
laser weapon have nothing to do with technology. The
basic technological points are conceded by all: The laser
power, the pointing accuracy, and the beam control that
are necessary to deliver a lethal dose of light on Soviet
missiles are available. Most of the arguments are mana-
gerial, Is the Air Force willing to risk reductions in other
programs? Are the various parts of the bureaucratic-
industrial complex willing to consider realigning their
roles and missions? The fundamental argument, how-
ever, is strategic: Do the American people want their
leaders to ensure their safety through defensive weapons
or through a combination of American vulnerability and
threats of nuclear retaliation upon the Russian people?

Today, when the Soviet Union contemplates a strategic
strike against us, it faces a straightforward problem:
Missiles of a certain power, accuracy, and reliability can
be counted on statistically to take out a certain percent-
age of targets. The deployment of even a few space-based
laser defensive weapons would complicate matters. A
single ten-megawatt laser station with a ten-meter mirror
passing over the Soviet Union while it was launching a
missile attack could destroy, on the average, one missile
every four seconds. A deployment in orbit of only four
could place one station in such a position at all times.
During the approximately 500 seconds between the be-
ginning of a Soviet counterforce attack and the time the
last missile finished its boost phase, that single laser could
theoretically destroy some 125 missiles. The Soviets
could not know which missiles would be destroyed and,
therefore, which targets they would be unable to hit.
Thus, with only a small deployment of space laser de-
fenses the Soviets’ confidence in the success of an attack
could be much diminished.

Inhibiting Fears

Consider, then, the effect of some two dozen lasers in
orbit. The eight stations that would be in view of the
Soviet ICBM fields at any given time could destroy some
1,000 missiles—more than would be launched in a coun-
terforce strike—during the attacking missiles’ boost
phase. The Soviet force of submarine-launched missiles
would be a much easier target for the lasers. Because such
missiles must be launched one after the other, few would
be entering space at any given time. The Soviet long-
range bomber force would have to choose between trying
to fly intercontinental distances below the clouds—
which it could not do in large numbers—and exposing
itself to total destruction by the lasers.

A large number of space-based laser weapons would
not solve all the problems caused by a generation of
neglect of our military forces. For example, lasers could
not help us against low-flying cruise missiles launched
from a variety of aircraft. Lasers could not keep our
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ground forces in Europe from being overrun. But they
could allow us to deal with those situations without the
inhibiting fear of a decisive Soviet attack on our strategic
forces. Because they would attack Soviet missiles after
launch, however, space laser weapons would also de-
stroy any intermediate-range missiles sent against our
allies in Europe and the Far East.

Defensive weapons are important for political as well
as for military reasons. People are not likely to see much
good in military preparedness if they believe that the use
of military force is likely to mean death for them and their
loved ones. Pledges of assistance to allies become hollow
when fulfilling them would entail the destruction of one’s
own country. Deterrence of others becomes self-deter-
rence when the enemy can do more to us than we can do
to him. The space-based laser weapons we can build now
are by no means “ultimate weapons.” They are not a
total defense against every possible threat. But to refuse
to provide ourselves with the highest level of protection
that we can manage is to tell others, and above all our-
selves, that we really don’t care very much what happens
to us.

Angelo Codevilla

Effective Intervention
in Southwest Asia

The Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force, formed in
the wake of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in Decem-
ber 1979, is a politically and militarily unsuitable instru-
ment for effective U.S. military intervention in southwest
Asia and elsewhere in the Third World. Its size, structure,
location, and concept of operations are incompatible
with the political, logistical, and operational require-
ments of armed U.S. intervention outside Europe and
northeast Asia. Unless fundamentally altered, the task
force, whose present character has been shaped more by
interservice rivalry than by realistic military considera-
tions, should be disbanded. The sole change so far, how-
ever, has been in name: In January the task force was
rechristened the U.S. Central Command. Even that has
not worked, since most observers still refer to it as the
Rapid Deployment Force, or RDF.

Two distinctive conditions govern any attempt to
mount a credible U.S, intervention force in southwest
Asia: distance and the lack of politically secure military
access ashore in peacetime. Let us consider distance first.

No area of the world is more distant from the United
States than the Persian Gulf. Air distances from the U.S.
East Coast to the Gulf exceed 7,000 nautical miles; by
sea, over which most of the present RDF would be com-
pelled to move, distances range from 8,500 nautical miles
via the Suez Canal to 12,000 nautical miles via the Cape
of Good Hope.

The logistical significance of these distances is a func-
tion of three factors. First, most of the military units
currently earmarked for the RDF, including ten Air Force
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tactical fighter wings and five Army and two Marine
Corps divisions, are stationed in the United States, re-
quiring an enormous investment in means of moving
them quickly to the Gulf area. Second, the United States
possesses virtually no military bases in the southwest
Asian region, imposing unusually demanding require-
ments for provisioning the RDF once it is deployed to the
Gulf. Third, Soviet and other potentially hostile forces
immediately available for combat in the region are larger
and much closer to the Gulf, condemning at least early-
arriving RDF forces to an almost certain and pronounced
numerical inferiority.

Immobility

The adverse operational consequences of the Gulf’s
logistical remoteness would be exacerbated in contingen-
cies requiring commitment of substantial U.S. ground
forces ashore. Surface naval and amphibious forces can
be maintained on station indefinitely in the region. Land-
based tactical air forces can be moved quickly from the
United States to the Gulf if, of course, provided access to
air installations en route and in the Gulf itself. Sizable
ground forces, however, especially heavy Army forma-
tions, cannot be moved quickly by air or by sea.!

Current Defense Department programs to enhance the
RDF’s strategic mobility,? desirable though they are, will
not eliminate the problem of moving the RDF rapidly
overseas. Nor do the mobility enhancement programs
offer a solution to the threat of preemption by, for exam-
ple, Soviet airborne forces (or other hostile forces close to
the point of dispute), whose strategic mobility is calcula-
ble in hours and days rather than weeks or months.

The deterrent value of a preemptive deployment of
Soviet airborne forces in a U.S.-Soviet confrontation in
the Gulf should not be underestimated. Indeed, it has
been persuasively argued that success in such a confron-
tation would crown not the side that arrived in larger
force but the side that simply got there first with any
measurable force.

The United States does not have ground forces
stationed on the territory that would be threatened,
and geography favors the Soviets in a countdown
toward competitive intervention. The Middle East
is an area in which preemption is the only reason-
able strategy for either of the superpowers; pre-
emption not in terms of strikes against each other’s
forces, but in terms of reaching the scene first. Once
one of the superpowers’ troops are on the disputed
ground, counterintervention Eecomes a much more
reckless venture for the other, because he then has
the “last clear chance” to avoid the dangers inher-
ent in undertaking the unprecedented action of
combat between two nuclear-armed states. The
danger of surprise here, for the United States, is not
so much the edge it can give as a force multiplier in
determining the outcome of battle; rather it is the
danger that by being slow on the draw, Washington
may be deterred from any direct engagement at all.3

It should go without saying that a strategy of preemp-

tion is ill served by an intervention force based largely in
distant North America, which lacks the strategic position
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necessary to ensure timely arrival in the Gulf of more
than token ground forces. Nor is such a strategy served
by the RDF’s current concept of operations, which focus-
es heavily on a worst-case scenario involving a massive
albeit leisurely Soviet invasion of Iran preceded by warn-
ing time ample enough to permit deployment to the Gulf
of the bulk of U.S. Army forces assigned to the RDF.4 A
full-blooded Soviet invasion of Iran, however unlikely to
occur and impossible to defeat, was contrived as the basis
of RDF planning to justify an intervention force large
enough to be dominated by the Army, a domination that
is already apparent.’

Compounding the penalties imposed by distance and
interservice rivalry is the second problem—the lack of
politically secure military access ashore in southwest
Asia in peacetime. Southwest Asia is not Europe or
northeast Asia, where the United States maintains

The inherent mobility and security of
ships . . . provide greater military flex-
ibility in a crisis and greater security
against terrorist . . . attacks.

powerful forces ashore amidst reliable and militarily
competent allies.

The projection of U.S. military power into logistically
remote areas overseas has always required a network of
secure refueling, resupply, and maintenance facilities on
the fringes of the disputed region—a logistical network
that without exception has been based on land.® No such
infrastructure exists today in southwest Asia. Except for
the tiny atoll of Diego Garcia, some 2,500 miles from the
Strait of Hormuz, the United States possesses no military
bases in that vast area of the world stretching from
Turkey to the Philippines. Nor are prospects favorable
for establishing a major facility in the region. The coun-
tries in the area most emphatically do not want formal
security arrangements with the United States.

The political sensitivity of potential host nations to a
permanent U.S. military presence on their soil is under-
standable. Such a presence would validate the criticisms
of radical Arabs about how the conservative Gulf states
are toadies of the imperialists, thus undermining the
internal legitimacy of the very regimes the United States
seeks to protect. A U.S. force presence ashore is probably
undesirable in any event, since it could attract radical
terror and guerrilla attacks (lest it be forgotten, the first
U.S. ground combat units deployed to Vietnam were sent
there not to defend the South Vietnamese but to defend
U.S. installations in that country).

To be sure, the Defense Department has not been
insensitive to the political barriers to establishing a per-
manent military presence ashore in the Gulf region, and it
has sought with some success to gain contingent rights of
access to selected facilities in Kenya, Somalia, Oman, and
Egypt. Yet simply having the promise of access to facili-
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ties on a contingency basis is no substitute for U.S.-
controlled and U.S.-operated bases whose use is not sub-
ject to momentary political calculations of host govern-
ments in a crisis. The same internal political considera-
tions that deny the United States a permanent military
presence ashore in the region could well be invoked to
deny the United States access to facilities in the event of
crisis. During the October War of 1973 the United States
was denied overflight rights by NATO allies, countries
usually regarded as more reliable than nontreaty U.S.
“friends” in the Gulf.

Agility Afloat

The problems of distance and access, as well as the
strong case for adopting a strategy of preemption, ought
to have propelled the Pentagon toward creation of an
intervention force quite different from the present RDF.
Instead of a large, distant, logistically ponderous, Viet-
nam-style intervention force dependent on friendly invi-
tation to go ashore and stay there, logic and common
sense would seem to dictate a small, agile, tactically
capable force that is based at sea, supplied from the sea,
and supported by expanded sea power, especially carrier
aviation and forcible-entry capabilities. Such a force
would stress quality, not size; on-station presence and
immediate responsiveness, not tardy arrivals from the
United States; and logistical self-sufficiency, not depen-
dence on facilities ashore.”

The lack of any real prospect for establishing an opera-
tionally significant peacetime U.S. military presence
ashore in southwest Asia (to say nothing of its question-
able desirability) compels a primary reliance on sea
power, especially the kind of sea-based capability to
project power ashore long embodied in the Navy—Fleet
Marine Force team. The refusal of potential host nations
to permit the United States to position military materiel
on their territory also argues strongly for expanding
current plans to position materiel aboard specialized
ships to be maintained in the Indian Ocean. The inherent
mobility and security of ships at sea additionally provide
greater military flexibility in a crisis and greater security
against terrorist and guerrilla attacks.

A sea-based RDF admittedly would have limited utility
in contingencies demanding sustained inland combat in
and beyond the reach of amphibious assault forces and
carrier-based air power. Prosecution of sustained inland
combat, however, would be contingent upon securing
coastal lodgments, which can be gained only by the
ability to land our forces. Moreover, unlike forces held in
the United States for rapid deployment to southwest
Asia, a sea-based RDF could be maintained on the spot,
providing a level of deterrence and a capacity for preemp-
tive insertion unattainable by forces stationed in the
United States.

Jeffrey Record

1. A minimum of fifty days would be required to move a
complete U.S. Army mechanized division and its support
units to the Gulf by air, even utilizing the full resources of the
U.S. Military Airlift Command; some twenty-one days
would be needed to deploy even the $2nd Airborne Division,
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the Army’s smallest. Sealift, the only real means of moving
large ground forces, also would entail substantial time in
transit, especially if compelled to enter the Indian Ocean via
the Cape of Good Hope. Even U.S. Marine Corps amphibi-
ous forces already deployed in the Western Pacific would
need twelve to fourteen days after embarkation to reach
objectives inside the Persian Gulf.

2. The programs include (1) procurement of additional C-§
strategic transport aircraft, (2) procurement of fast-deploy-
ment logistics ships, and (3) construction and deployment to
the Gulf of a fleet of specialized vessels aboard which would
be stored the equipment and thirty days’ worth of ammuni-
tion, fuel, etc., for an entire Marine Corps division.

3. Richard K. Betts, Surprise Attack, Lessons for Defense Plan-
ning (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1982),
p. 262.

4. For a discussion of the Iranian scenario and the interservice
rivalry that has plagued RDF planning from its inception, see
James R. Schlesinger, “Rapid (?) Deployment (?) Force (?),”
Washington Post, Sept. 24, 1980; John . Fialka, “Panel to
Probe Pentagon Infighting on Proposed RDF,” Washington
Star, Mar. 3, 1981; and the author’s “The Rapid Deploy-
ment Force: Is the Pentagon Kidding?” Washington Quar-
terly, Summer 1981.

5. An Army officer now commands the RDF, and only Army
units have been placed under the peacetime operational con-
trol of the RDF.

6. The Normandy invasion of 1944 would have been impossi-
ble without military access to Great Britain; in the Pacific
theater, Australia formed the logistical bedrock for Mac-
Arthur’s reconquest of the Solomons, New Guinea, and the
Philippines. Similarly, U.S. military operations in the Korean
peninsula depended on access to Japan; and in Vietnam the
United States enjoyed not only a network of installations
ashore but also facilities in the Philippines and Thailand.

7. For a discussion of an effective sea-based logistics system, see
the author’s The Rapid Deployment Force and U.S. Military
Intervention m the Persian Gulf (Washington, D.C.: Insti-
tute for Foreign Policy Analysis, 1981).

Naval Forces for the
Future—Quo Vadimus?

’1-;16 United States needs a strong and effective Navy.
We are, strategically speaking, an island nation depen-
dent upon waterborne transportation to sustain our
economy and to support our military operations in time
of war. This principle is widely recognized, and a key
objective of the Reagan administration has been a build-
up of U.S. naval forces. Some observers, however, ques-
tion whether we are going about this buildup in the right
way. It is quite possible that after spending hundreds of
billions of dollars we will have a Navy ill-suited to the
tasks it is most likely to face.

Naval force planning today is premised on a forward
offensive strategy that would have the Navy move ag-
gressively into enemy waters early in a war to strike
enemy naval forces and their supporting base structure.
The instrument of these strikes would be the battle
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group, consisting of one or more aircraft carriers and
their supporting escorts. The battle groups, employing
costly “battle-group-capable” ships, would thus estab-
lish naval superiority and create a more benign environ-
ment at sea in which less capable (and less costly) war-
ships could operate effectively. The Navy believes that
the very existence of such offensive forces would force
the Soviet Union into a defensive, reactive position, al-
lowing the United States to capitalize on Soviet geo-
graphic advantages and compelling the Soviets to con-
centrate their naval forces close to home, where they
would pose less of a threat to U.S. sea lines of communi-
cation.!

The battle group, therefore, is the key structural ele-
ment in naval force planning. A basic battle group is an
aircraft carrier, its embarked air wing, and about six
escorting cruisers and destroyers. In actual combat in
high-threat areas, a battle group would probably have
two or more aircraft carriers to provide mutual support
and protection, thus greatly enhancing the prospects for
success. The ratio of escorting ships to aircraft carriers in
such an enlarged battle group would remain about six to
one.

The battle group is a formidable aggregation of tactical
power and would therefore be a prime target for the
enemy, especially if it is approaching his shores. The
current concept for defending the battle group is a de-
fense in depth, or a layered defense. Escorts and defend-
ing aircraft would be arrayed in multiple rings around the
carriers. Attacking aircraft and cruise missiles are first
engaged by defending fighters (normally F-14s) in the
outer air battle. Surviving attackers are then engaged by
cruisers and destroyers (ideally equipped with the sophis-
ticated AEGIS anti-air-warfare defense system) in the
inner screening forces. Last-ditch protection would come
from point defense systems, such as the Sea Sparrow
missile system and Phalanx, a radar-directed Gatling
gun. Attacking enemy submarines would have to pene-
trate an outer screen manned by ASW destroyers, sup-
porting nuclear submarines, and carrier-based ASW air-
craft. An inner screen of destroyers, equipped with
powerful active (“pinging”) sonars, would attempt to
intercept any surviving enemy submarines trying to close
with the carriers. Thus, the battle group would hope to
protect itself through withering attrition against any at-
tacking forces.

Tempting Targets

This concept of operations, though it seems sensible at
first, poses serious risks: in the strategy of forward offen-
sive operations early in the war, in the tactics assumed for
protecting the battle group, and perhaps most important,
in the force structure toward which this planning sce-
nario drives us.

The forward offensive strategy would require some
extraordinarily hazardous operations. In a recent article
Admiral Stansfield Turner and Captain George Thibault
pointed out some of these hazards and concluded that
thoughtful military planners were unlikely to actually
undertake such operations.2 Given modern surveillance
techniques and current battle group operating proce-
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dures, a battle group approaching Soviet waters would
be detected long before it arrived within striking distance
of Soviet bases. Admiral Turner and Captain Thibault
calculate that a battle group would be exposed to inten-
sive attack by missile-launching bombers, surface war-
ships, and submarines for at least two full days before
reaching its attack range. Even assuming the battle group
survives and attacks are launched, the Soviets would
have had ample time to disperse their forces away from
the U.S. attack. No president, Admiral Turner and Cap-
tain Thibault conclude, could possibly permit the Navy
to undertake such a high-risk effort with so little prospect
for positive results.

Even if one assumes that the battle group’s defenses
can be made nearly airtight against conventional attack
(an assumption that is by no means justified at this time),
one must still consider the threat of nuclear weapons. A

. . . inthe current environment, where
studies must seem to justify every deci-
sion, analytical tractability may be
movre important . . .

concentrated battle group is probably the world’s most
tempting target for a tactical nuclear weapon. Not only
would tactical nuclear weapons offer a high probability
of success in destroying or disabling a battle group, but
the use of nuclear weapons at sea would also involve
relatively little danger of unintended collateral damage.
Thus, the approach of a battle group into Soviet waters in
the early stages of a superpower military confrontation
could result in the sudden destruction of major naval
forces and could be the stimulus for initiating an ex-
change of nuclear weapons.

In addition to Admiral Turner, another distinguished
naval officer, Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, a former chief
of naval operations, sees the battle group concept as
being increasingly invalid.> He believes the battle group
concept results in the offensive power of the Navy being
overly concentrated in a few ships, necessitating the ex-
penditure of additional billions of dollars in highly com-
plex, defensive missile systems to protect them. Insuffi-
cient effort is made, Admiral Zumwalt believes, to
disperse and diversify the Navy’s strike capability
through newer concepts based on long-range cruise mis-
siles, vertical and short takeoff and landing (V/STOL)
aircraft, space surveillance, and new hull types resulting
from modern technology. Admiral Zumwalt is disap-
pointed that the Reagan administration has elected to go
for more of the same when, he believes, new directions
are needed.

Both Admiral Turner and Admiral Zumwalt believe
that modern naval strategy and force structure should be
based on a concept of ““distributed force”—that is, forces
should be distributed in capability such that offensive
power is not overconcentrated in a few ships, and naval
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forces should be distributed geographically in such a way
that success does not depend on one large tactical unit,
such as a battle group. Tactically, units should be dis-
tributed to confuse the enemy’s targeting and to prevent
him from massing his attacking force against one all-
important target.

This brings us to the matter of tactics for battle group
defense. The current concept is for an active defense
where the carriers (and other defended ships) are sur-
rounded by several layers of defending forces, all using
active radar and sonar emissions to detect and defend
against incoming missiles, aircraft, and submarines. It is
a classic example of brute-force attrition: The attackers
try to overwhelm and penetrate the defense while the
defense tries to devastate the attacking forces. It is also a
situation that is relatively tractable for mathematical
analysis, and it can therefore serve as a basis for a seem-

The enemy surveillance would be fur-
ther garbled by the almost inevitable
incidental shipping trafficand . . . ran-
domly seeded decoys.

ingly orderly and rational process for deriving require-
ments. And in the current Washington environment,
where studies must seem to justify every decision, analyt-
ical tractability may be more important for assumed
tactics than the prospect for success.

The problem with the active layered-defense tactic is
thatit creates a very difficult problem for the defense. It is
possible for the attacking forces, especially when armed
with cruise missiles, to mount a coordinated mass attack
that can overwhelm even very capable defensive weap-
ons. Analysis shows this very clearly, and the Navy must
develop complex, sophisticated, and expensive weapons
to attempt to deal with this demanding threat. A prime
example is the AEGIS air defense system, which, however
capable it may prove to be, results in a destroyer costing
over $1 billion per ship.4

Changing Tactics

Many believe that the highly complex weapons neces-
sitated by such demanding requirements will let us down
in the end because of inherent unreliability. In addition,
the cost of such sophisticated weapons is so high that we
will never be able to procure enough of them. In this view
simpler, less costly weapons, though not as effective in
analytical studies, may ultimately prove more effective in
actual combat because of better reliability and because
they would be available in larger numbers. Others believe
that only high-capability ships will survive and be useful
in the future,

In naval warfare we may be able to reconcile simpler,
less costly ships and weapons with better fleet effective-
ness by changing tactics. Over the past fifteen years some
innovative admirals, including Thomas D. Davies, Nor-
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man Gillette, Carl Siberlich, E. P. Aurand, and Barney
Rapp, have experimented with more imaginative tactics
that emphasized deception, stealth, and dispersion. Such
tactics continue to be used occasionally in fleet exercises
but have had no apparent impact on naval force plan-
ning.

The current massed battle group concept assumes the
enemy knows the exact location of our forces, and the
liberal use of powerful electromagnetic and acoustic
emitters coupled with regular formation patterns ensures
that this assumption would be correct. Suppose, instead,
we follow the advice of Admirals Davies et al. and adopt
an irregular distributed formation. This could, perhaps,
be based on an interlocking grid of mutually supporting
stations designed to confuse overhead radar surveillance
by a seemingly random dispersal pattern. The enemy
surveillance would be further garbled by the almost inev-
itable incidental shipping traffic and, if necessary, by
randomly seeded decoys.

The idea here, of course, is to confuse the enemy as to
the actual location of our ships, particularly the high-
value ships, so that he will be forced to make diluted and
uncoordinated attacks that even ships of modest capabil-
ity can defend against.

To do this most successfully will require that our ships
habitually operate under electromagnetic and acoustic
silence, not using the powerful active sensors that are so
much a part of the expensive combat systems of current
ships. Surveillance sensors would be mounted on air-
planes—which are much better surveillance platforms—
with contact information being data-linked down to the
electronically silent warships. Using rarget data derived
from aircraft, from satellite data links, and from their
own passive sensors,* U.S. ships would go active to en-
gage enemy units only when they were actually within
range and, having destroyed the target, would resume
their covert posture.

Tactically Untenable

The key is to gain a tactical information advantage
over the enemy—to know where he is before he knows
where we are. If we can do this, we can attack him on
terms advantageous to us. If we can’t, then he will attack
on terms advantageous to himself. With the massed bat-
tle group, the situation will almost always be the latter.
He will stand off and launch cruise missiles until our
defenses begin to crumble. We will be shooting at his
bullets while he is shooting at our ships. That is a tac-
tically untenable situation. We must distribute our
forces, confuse his surveillance and targeting, and engage
his divided attacking force through skillful use of the
tactical information advantage we have forced him to
concede.

This, however, requires a force structure—ships and
weapons—substantially different from that currently
planned for the 600-ship Navy. A distributed force con-
cept, in which ships would normally operate under elec-
tromagnetic and acoustic silence, would require much
less emphasis on powerful active systems, such as AEGIS
and the high-power SQS-53 sonar, and instead, more
emphasis on passive systems, airborne surveillance (in-
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cluding V/STOL), and command, control, and communi-
cations (C3) systems suitable to distributed force opera-
tions.

This has profound implications for the structure and
ultimate affordability of our future naval forces. Analysis
of the Navy’s shipbuilding plans shows that building the
Navy up to current goals (both number and type of ships)
would require ten years of shipbuilding budgets averag-
ing more than $21 billion (in fiscal year 1983 dollars).
This is considerably more than the average shipbuilding
budget (in fiscal year 1983 dollars) of $7.2 billion in the
Carter administration and $6.8 billion in the Nixon and
Ford administrations and $12.8 billion in the first two
years of the Reagan administration. More than half of
the required $21-plus billion would be required for
AEGIS-equipped surface combatants.® Surface combat-
ants built for a distributed-force concept should be sub-
stantially less expensive than those currently planned.
Thus a change of emphasis in surface combatant pro-
grams alone could make it much more likely that the
Navy will be able to reach its goals with the funds avail-
able under current budget limitations.

The rationale for shifting to a distributed force con-
cept, however, is not to save money. It is, rather, to build
a Navy that can win in the current and future naval
combat environment. To win in future naval conflicts,
the Navy needs to move now to change the fundamental
strategic and tactical assumptions that govern planning
and the design of future ships and weapons systems. We
need to structure our forces so that they will fight from an
advantageous posture and with a tactical information
advantage. Our ships must not be the bullseye in a vast
maritime shooting gallery.

Peter T. Tarpgaard

1. Testimony of Admiral Thomas B. Hayward, USN, Chief of
Naval Operations, in Military Posture and H.R. 6459, hear-
ings before the Subcommittee on Seapower and Strategic and
Critical Materials, House Committee on Armed Services,
96:2 (Feb. and Mar. 1980), Part 3, p. 361.

2. Stansfield Turner and George Thibault, “Preparing for the
Unexpected: The Need for New Military Strategy” in For-
eign Affairs, Fall 1982, pp. 122-135. Admiral Stansfield
Turner was Commander in Chief, Allied Forces Southern
Europe, and President of the Naval War College. He served
as Director of Central Intelligence from 1977 to 1981. Cap-
tain George Thibault, USN, is Chairman of the Department
of Military Strategy at the National War College.

3. Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, USN (Retired), ‘“Naval Battles
We Could Lose” in International Security Review, Summer
1981, pp. 139-156.

4, The first class of AEGIS destroyers, the DDG-47 class, was
redesignated as a cruiser class (CG-47), a designation per-
haps more in keeping with its price.

5. The enemy searching for the silent and distributed fleet
would be forced to go active or rely upon eyeballs alone to
find his targets.

6. See Congressional Budget Office, Building a 600-Ship Navy:
Costs, Timing, and Alternative Approaches, March 1982.
Though more than 50 percent of the budget would go for
surface combatants, aircraft carriers account for only 10
percent (even assuming one every other year).
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Military Technology:
The Complexity Issue

For several years a spirited debate has escalated in the
media, the Pentagon and the Congress, often pitting
members of the same political persuasion squarely
against one another. The debate is spurred by the so-
called military reform movement. The heart of the re-
formers’ thesis is that increasing sophistication of mili-
tary equipment is synonymous with more complexity
and so represents higher costs and increasing mainte-
nance requirements. This results in fewer fighting ma-
chines and less military capability overall. They advocate
larger numbers of simpler systems and fewer numbers of
complex systems. The crux of this argument is often
referred to as “quantity versus quality” or “simple versus
complex,” with technology portrayed as the villain. How
valid are these arguments?

It is certainly true that one of the keys to American
military strategy for years has been to build fewer but
technologically superior weapons to overcome the nu-
merically superior forces of the Warsaw Pact. By reliance
on ever-increasing sophistication of equipment and state-
of-the-art technologies, spectacular results in warfight-
ing capability have been achieved.

In some cases this technologically advanced equipment
has operational and maintenance complexity. But the
advancement in capability is spectacular. A comparison
between the F-16 of today and the P-51 of World War I
is illuminating. The P-51 could only manage a maximum
of about one sortie every other day. Today’s F-16 can fly
up to three sorties per day. Thus, the F-16 is about six
times more capable in sortie rates than the P-51. Further-
more, the range and payload of the F-16 take it far
beyond the P-51 class.

This lightweight fighter is actually more comparable
with the heavy strategic bomber of World War 1, the
B-17. The B-17 had a payload of 4,000 to 6,000 pounds;
the F-16 carries 4,000 to 12,000 pounds. Ten men were
needed to man the B-17; the F-16 has a crew of one. And
its cruising speed is 400 miles per hour faster. Yet the
F-16 costs only about 1.6 times the B-17 of the 1940s'—
not bad considering that the price of an Oldsmobile
station wagon or a sirloin steak has increased that much
just since 1967. And a comparison of an actual combat
scenario puts that capability difference in perspective. If
the F-16 had been available for the World War Il raids on
the Schweinfurt ball bearing factories, only six F-16s
(and six crew members) would have been needed in place
of 291 B-17s (and 2,910 crew members).

Lessons of History

The Air Force prides itself on being at the leading edge
of technology. But in these days of sophisticated elec-
tronic warfare, command, and control systems, guided
munitions, and laser gunsights, the technological capa-
bilities of our sister services are being upgraded in man-
ners undreamed of by those who participated in World
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War II. Secretary of the Navy John Lehman emphasizes
that over the past twenty years, the Navy has reduced
ship crew size by easing the need for maintenance. A
typical example is the new AEGIS cruiser, which carries
highly sophisticated long-range weapons with “high-
kill” probability. An AEGIS cruiser is crewed by only 326
people—down from 1,626 on the cruisers that they re-
place.

So, too, with the Army. A World War 11 Army bat-
talion in a defensive position controlled some 400 acres
(two and a half times the area held by a World War |
battalion). By 1980, in Germany, an American battalion
controlled as much as 18,000 acres—forty to fifty times
the territory of World War II. This dramatic advance
results from firepower improvements and technological
progress in mobility, sensors, and communications.

This increased sophistication of military weapons se-

We are discussing the difference be-
tween deterring or winning a war and
losing it, not the difference between
driving a Chevrolet and a Rolls Royce.

cures an advantage in battle—a lesson history teaches.
The Mameluk Dynasty of Egypt (1250-1517), which
refused to adopt the technological advantage of guns,
was crushed by the Ottoman Turks, who used guns. If an
opponent has a technologically superior weapon in suffi-
cient quantity to inflict credible damage on another’s
forces, he will win the conflict. Had Hitler allowed pro-
duction of the ME 262, the first operational World War
I1 jet fighter, in the quantity desired by his generals, you
might be reading this article in a German language edi-
tion today. There really are absolutes in national defense.
We are discussing the difference between deterring or
winning a war and losing it, not the difference between
driving a Chevrolet and a Rolls-Royce.

Offset Strategies

Effectiveness counts. Using an earlier illustration, the
B-17s dropped 1,122 bombs on the ball bearing factory
in two raids. Only 13 percent hit the target. Thirty-three
F-16 sorties could deliver the same payload as the 291
B-17 sorties. We can further reduce the I-16 sorties to six
because of a conservative 75 percent bomb accuracy rate.
No commander would turn back the clock and send
2,910 men on a dangerous mission when he could send
six with a significantly greater chance of survival. The
issue is not simple versus complex, but what is needed to
win and survive—to defeat an enemy in combat.

If technology can be used to offset a numerically supe-
rior force, we must exploit that option. An offset strategy
does not require one side to increase its number of the
same kind of weapon. Rather, it can offset the other’s
numerical advantage by using a weapon that is more
effective against the first. The Air Force developed the
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AIM 9-L missile to make our fighters extremely effective
against numerically superior forces. Increasing the kill
ratio of the basic aircraft by adding the AIM 9-L makes
an already advanced fighter even more effective.

Some analysts say that weapons are too complex for
our people to use and therefore are no longer effective.
Now, what is technologically complex? The wristwatch
calculator is a complex instrument that performs many
functions. Most of us don’t know how it works, but we
know how to work it. As complex as the microcircuits
may be, we aren’t intimidated by them, and they are not
necessarily complicated to operate. Likewise, technologi-
cal advancement in weaponry does not necessarily mean
increased complexity from the user’s viewpoint.

World War IT bomb sights, for example, were cumber-
some and complex—and only marginally effective. They
required the total concentration of one person. Today,
the pilot of a single-seat, high-performance aircraft can
strike his target at the speed of sound with a 75 percent
accuracy rate. Everything is handled by the mere flip of a
switch. Technology, properly applied, provides a sim-
pler, more reliable system,

Another example: The radar of the Navy F-18 has
8,000 fewer parts than the older F-4], and its engine has
7,700 fewer parts, as reliability has been increased. The
overall mean time between failure of the F-4 was 0.69
hours; that of the F-18 is 2 hours, and it can be improved
still more.

Such technological improvements are important be-
cause we are faced with two major manpower chal-
lenges: (1) competition with civilian industry for the
technically skilled and experienced service member and
(2) demographics.

Industry in the United States today is moving toward a
new mix of “high-tech” information-processing applica-
tions and “low-tech” service-oriented jobs, displacing
the semiskilled manufacturing worker from heavy indus-
try. Both the baby boom and the displacement of workers
have provided a large supply of employees for the service
industry, depressing wages and incentives to improve
productivity there. However, that will change over the
1980s as fewer workers enter the job market and skilled
workers retire.

In this context Air Force Secretary Verne Orr has
outlined development of conflicting trends.2 Not only
will about 20 percent fewer young people be entering the
work force, academia and the military by the early
1990s, but these young people may have less scientific
and technical background—despite the increasing tech-
nical requirements of both the military services and the
private sector.

Train and Retain

A recent study by the General Aviation Manufacturers
Association forecasts a potential shortage of aircraft me-
chanics by 1990. In fact, the GAMA study found that
aircraft mechanics possess marketable skills in fields as
varied as dental equipment repair and continuous-min-
ing machinery repair. Shortages of avionics technicians
are already evident. The need for skilled workers will
become more acute: It is projected that by 1985 about
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6,000,000 computers will be in use in the United States,
compared with 225,000 in 1975; the Robot Institute of
America projects a twelve-fold increase in industrial
robots by 1990; telecommunications hardware sales may
quadruple by 1990.

But as the GAMA study forcefully emphasizes, short-
ages of technically trained people may be a prime limit on
achieving forecast growth in these high-tech systems if
adequate retraining programs are not implemented for
displaced workers. Given current trends, the concern of
the services has to be retaining our trained, skilled, and
experienced people as industry enters high-tech fields
and bids for trained personnel.

Although the services operate the largest technical
training program in the free world, adequate numbers of
these trained people must remain in the military—not
only for the obvious overriding necessity of readiness,
but also to amortize the nation’s expensive investment in
their training.

The combination of demographic trends and the in-
creased amounts of technical training needed to produce
a qualified technician will continue to put pressure on a
system already in close balance.

Next, numbers. More weapons means more man-
power and associated support—known as “life-cycle”
factors. If we tried to match the Soviets numerically, we
would require more pilots, repairers, and suppliers, more
bases overseas, more refueling aircraft, more training
bases in the United States, more people to man these new
installations—and all this just when the number of young
people is declining. The dollars saved on our simpler
weapons—and more—would be expended in associated
higher life-cycle costs. The Soviets would continue to
make technological advances to their systems, eventually
making them more capable than ours.

Hidden Costs

So, in addition to the up-front dollars for research,
development, and production of a new weapons system,
life-cycle costs could exceed 85 percent of its total cost.
Life-cycle costs are hidden in replacement parts; in the
life expectancy of the equipment; in the hangars, run-
ways, barracks, and other basing costs; and—more than
any of these—in recruiting, training, sustaining, and re-
tiring large numbers of the necessary experienced, skilled
people in our modern military establishment. Those per-
sonnel costs are considerable. Several generations of peo-
ple have had to be trained to fly and maintain the same
B-52 since the 1950s, and those training costs will con-
tinue as long as that one plane is used. We know those
costs are there, but it is difficult to define them during the
initial procurement stage. The services are grappling with
methodologies to do a better job.

Methods now being developed would price all items
associated with a military systems purchase. Efforts are
under way to ensure that funding for training equipment
and simulators is part of the initial cost estimate and that
the many personnel needs are identified. Additionally,
contractors are being enticed to be more productive in
this area through incentives for reduced manpower and
training overhead. Industry is responding by using tech-
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nology to reduce the maintenance complexity of many of
our weapons and their components.

Although we have dramatically increased the capabili-
ty of our weapons systems, we have not yet reduced the
associated manpower support “tail” significantly. Each
F-4 of 1950s vintage requires approximately twenty-
seven maintenance technicians. The F-15, which has
been in the Air Force inventory for ten years, requires
about twenty-six people. Our future efforts must concen-
trate not only on providing increased capability to cope
with growing Soviet technological sophistication, but
also on reducing the support “tail.” Future plans to fight
from dispersed positions, coupled with demographic re-
alities, demand no less. In the past we have designed
systems without taking into account the people who
would operate and maintain them. In the future we must
design weapons with personnel requirements in mind,

If through technology we can reduce
the number of combatants and sup-
port people in a war zone, we have no
choice but to do so.

rather than commit the folly of ignoring the lessons of
modern combat and the obvious advantages of sophisti-
cated weaponry.

Finally, we must consider a sobering fact—one that
analysts don’t like to grapple with. Armed conflict kills
combatants. There is not a single, responsible leader in
this country who will endanger more lives than abso-
lutely necessary. If through technology we can reduce the
number of combatants and support people in a war zone,
we have no choice but to do so. There are no trade-offs on
this issue.

Perhaps the most promising solution to the dilemma of
coping with divergent academic, demographic, and tech-
nological trends, for the advocates of both simpler and
more sophisticated systems, is the proper application of
advanced technologies. We need to maximize the full
benefit of increasing equipment sophistication. In the
past, that usually meant increased complexity. But com-
plexity can be handled by developing what the Air Force
calls the manpower-hardware interface.

Reliability Improvements

Mean Time between Failure (Hours)

old new
UHF Radios 30-100 1,000 +
Tactical Air Navigation (TACAN) 100 1,075
Weather Radar 28 704
VHF Radios 400-575 9,700
Inertial Navigation System 75 2,080
Doppler Radar 28 1,950
F-111 Signal Converter 39 1,447
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Sophistication need not imply complexity. With a
proper manpower-hardware interface, advanced tech-
nology can make the new systems less complex and more
reliable—an inherent simplicity. We must set increasing-
ly more demanding reliability goals and design criteria
for new systems (with increased front-end R&D fund-
ing). The objective is to improve the reliability of the
system in wartime while reducing manpower costs for
training, maintenance, and logistics. To show what can
be done, the Air Force is insisting on new standards for
mean-time-between-failure (MTBF) on aircraft elec-
tronic components to improve combat performance (see
the table).

There are many immediate payoffs. Turnaround times
quicken, increasing the amount of time that the equip-
ment is available for combat. Crew members’ and main-
tenance technicians’ confidence in the equipment

. . . real potential exists for not only
improving weapons systems effective-
ness but also easing future manpower
problems. _

grows—and faith in the equipment is a documented con-
fidence builder in wartime. Training can be more realistic
if concern over equipment failures and adequate spares is
reduced.

Better MTBF makes simpler maintenance strategies
possible. Line replaceable units (LRUs), for example,
would greatly reduce the need for troubleshooting at the
flightline, further reducing the number of technicians.
Manpower levels would be determined more by battle
damage than by reliability maintenance. And if the
failure rate of LRU assemblies is reduced, less intermedi-
ate subsystem repair would be needed. In fact, throw-
away components could completely eliminate repairs in a
forward area.

The cost of training people is high, in dollars and in
time. But given the above improvements, maintenance
training programs could be shortened, saving both mon-
ey and skilled manpower. Flightline supervisors would
spend more time supervising and less time giving inex-
perienced technicians on-the-job training. Demands on
the overall logistics system could be lightened, since
fewer spares would be needed. The result: major im-
provement in our ability to maintain technologically so-
phisticated equipment with available people.

Maginot Line

What wonders of technology promise to offer spec-
tacular improvements over today’s maintenance sys-
tems? Such things as interactive data bases, on-board
diagnostics, real-time digital distribution networks,
built-in test/fault isolation test (BIT/FIT), very high speed
integrated circuits (VHSIC), graceful degredation, and
transparent technology—all using validated engineering
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principles—are on the drawing board. Another example:
Modular units, which would conform to the shape of the
fuselage and contain munitions, fuel, or most-likely-to-
break parts, could be designed into next-generation
weapons systems to offer not only quick combat turn-
around times but even more spectacular manpower sav-
ings, particularly in servicing—but only if the necessary
technology can be perfected.

There are cost trade-offs with such a strategy. Initial
development, design, and engineering costs would be
higher. Also needed is a way to predict the types and
numbers of people who will be available to operate the
system ten to fifteen years hence. Increased reliability
doesn’t come cheap, since more robust parts and strin-
gent manufacturing controls would be slightly more ex-
pensive. Life-cycle costs, however, would be reduced
significantly.

Incentives are needed to ensure that new designs and
improvements in MTBF are carried out. Despite the ad-
vances in avionics and MTBF, many aircraft are still
grounded by traditional problems with hydraulics,
brakes, and engines. Warranties, insuring performance
of the contractor’s system or components for a specified
number of years in the field, might be a way to proceed.
Japanese industry has taken this a step further, delaying
final payments and bonuses to suppliers until the compo-
nents have been proven in everyday use over several
years.

In the past the quality and number of people, their
training requirements, and systems’ maintenance needs
were not always factored into the equation as major costs
and potential problems. Systems specifications were es-
tablished in a vacuum. Often at the last minute, man-
power and personnel specialists were given the task of
developing ways to support the operation and maintain
the new equipment. Recruiting and training lead times
for the people required were rarely, if ever, considered.

But new weapons systems are essential. Their charac-
teristics are determined by anticipated or observed
changes in the threat and by technological improve-
ments. The issue now is how to use that new technology
to meet the threat while reducing the expenditure of
resources. Through full development of the manpower-
hardware interface, real potential exists for not only
improving weapons systems’ effectiveness but also easing
future manpower problems.

The bottom line is that the defense of this nation
cannot rest on yesterday’s fortifications. We cannot fall
behind a “Maginot line” of less sophisticated equipment
and expect to win a conflict against a force that is both
technologically and numerically superior. The national
defense effort must continue to be based on sophisticated
technological advantages that make our weapons highly
capable—and simpler to operate and maintain.

Tidal W. McCoy

L. Cost differentials are estimated by factoring in then-year
dollars, production rates, labor costs, and a price compari-
son of the aircraft as a percent of gross national product.

2. Verne Orr, “Scientific Illiteracy in the High Tech Age” in Air
Force Magazine, Jan. 1983.
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Postscript

Misreporting the Pulitzer Prize

Joshua Muravchik

Ihe morning after the announcement of this year’s
Pulitzer prizes, the Washington Post devoted the full
back page of its “Style” section to a display picturing the
Post’s two award winners—Loren Jenkins and Loretta
Tofani. This unusual advertisement was the way the Post
chose to congratulate them and also to congratulate
itself. That the picture of Mr. Jenkins, whose award was
shared with Thomas Friedman of the New York Times,
was placed above that of Ms. Tofani, whose award was
unshared, suggests which of the two was more gratifying
to the Post. Indeed the whole exercise in self-congratula-
tion seemed to reflect the Post’s pleasure at being hon-
ored in an area in which it had suffered much criticism—
its coverage of Israeli actions in Lebanon. The point was
made plain by Mr. Jenkins himself, who said, according
to the Post, that he felt a “‘sense of vindication’ because
“the paper was getting a lot of flak about its coverage out
of West Beirut.”

That the Post was eager for such vindication was made
evident in the way it approached the Pulitzer competi-
tion. In the category of international reporting the Post
made two entries—MTr. Jenkins for his coverage of Leba-
non and the Washington Post Foreign Service, collec-
tively, for its coverage of Lebanon. No entries were made
for the other international news covered by the Post this
year in such places as El Salvador, Nicaragua, Afghani-
stan, or Poland.

The Post’s eagerness for vindication was also apparent
in the wording of the self-congratulatory advertisement.
Alongside Mr. Jenkins’s photograph was a single phrase
in a type size ordinarily reserved for banner headlines.
“For his coverage of the Israeli invasion of Lebanon and
its aftermath,” it said. There are, however, a number of
problems with this. One is that Mr. Jenkins covered the
“Israeli invasion of Lebanon” hardly at all.

Israeli forces entered Lebanon on June 6. Mr. Jenkins’s
first by-line appeared on August 9, three days before the
end of the Israeli bombardment of West Beirut.

Merely a “Rotation”

During the ten weeks between the arrival in Lebanon
of the Israelis and the arrival of Mr. Jenkins, the Post of
course did carry coverage from West Beirut, daily cover-
age, often on page 1. The author of the vast bulk of this
was Jonathan Randal. Mr. Randal is a man who has
made no secret of his rather pronounced views about the
Middle East. In an essay in the Post’s “Outlook” section,
he made the startling assertion that “since the 1967
Arab-Israeli war, Israel [has] habituated the Arab world
.. . to a rising level of violence in this region.” Through-
out his coverage of the Lebanon war, Mr. Randal’s views
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permeated his news stories, evoking many protests from
Washington’s Jewish community. When, ten weeks into

»the war, Mr. Jenkins was sent to Beirut to replace Mr.

Randal, it appeared that the Post had decided to pull Mr.
Randal off the story. The Post’s assistant managing edi-
tor for foreign news, Jim Hoagland, denies this, saying
the change was nothing more than a “normal rotation,”
but Mr. Randal did not leave Beirut, his permanent
home. Rather, according to Mr. Hoagland, Mr. Randal
went on an “overdue” six months’ leave to write a book.
The book is about the war in Lebanon. Why Mr. Randal
needed leave in midstream from his responsibilities cov-
ering the war in Lebanon to work on a book about the
war in Lebanon is hard to understand, as is the claim that
Mr. Randal’s leave for this purpose was “overdue” un-
less the Post had advance notice of the war.

Vindication?

Although the Post sought vindication of its coverage of
Israel’s “invasion of Lebanon,” it did not do the one
thing that could have won it such vindication, at least
from the Pulitzer board, namely to have nominated
Jonathan Randal. Nor did it, in nominating Mr. Jenkins,
focus on his first weeks in Lebanon, including the last
part of the Israeli seige of Beirut, which in a broad
definition might be considered as having been part of the
Israeli “invasion.” In submitting ten articles to the Pulit-
zer board as the basis for Mr. Jenkins’s nomination, the
Post included only one from August. The other nine were
from September and December, and it was the September
ones that the Pulitzer board cited in making the award,
specifically Mr. Jenkins’s coverage of the Sabra and
Shatilla massacres. By claiming that Mr. Jenkins won his
award for his coverage of the “invasion of Lebanon”
rather than of the massacres, the Post claimed a vindica-
tion that no one had given it.

In fact, in making this claim the Post flatly misrepre-
sented what the Pulitzer board had said. The board said
that its award was for Mr. Jenkins’s coverage of the
“Israeli invasion of Beirut and its aftermath” (emphasis
added). When asked if this was a slip of the pen, whether
the board meant to say “Lebanon” but said “Beirut” by
mistake, board representatives say no, the board said
what it meant. The “invasion of Beirut,” a term derived
from one of the ten articles by Jenkins, refers to the move
by Israeli forces into West Beirut in the aftermath of the
assassination of Bashir Gemayel. This set the stage for the
Sabra and Shatilla massacres. The move into West Beirut
and then the massacres were the subjects of Mr. Jenkins’s
September articles submitted by the Post and cited by the
Pulitzer board.
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When interviewed on this subject, Jim Hoagland re-
fused to answer many questions, saying that ““the Pulitzer
prize speaks for itself.” But, then, the Post didn’t quite let
the Pulitzer speak for itself because the Pulitzer citation
didn’t quite say what the Post wished it had said. So the
Post took a full-page ad in the Post in order to mislead its
readers about what the Pulitzer was for. In doing so it
ironically provided an example of the kind of stretching
of facts to fit a preconception that was so evident in the
Post’s coverage of the war in Lebanon.

The Post may not have been the only party in this
episode that was motivated by the search for vindication.
In discussing the selections, Pulitzer spokesmen were
much more articulate in explaining why Mr. Friedman’s
work merited the award than in explaining why Mr.
Jenkins’s did. Had they given the award just to Mr.
Friedman, the Pulitzer board would have seemed to con-
firm the critics of press coverage of Lebanon. Both Mar-
tin Peretz in the New Republic and 1in Policy Review had
singled out Mr. Friedman as someone whose balanced,
accurate reporting stood in contrast to that of most of his
journalistic colleagues, notably those of the Post. By
giving the prize instead jointly to correspondents for both
of the nation’s two leading newspapers, the Pulitzer
board seemed to cast a vote of general approval for U.S.
press coverage of Lebanon. Could the Pulitzer organiza-
tion, which is made up primarily of journalists, have been
motivated by the wish of the whole journalistic fraternity
to vindicate itself over Lebanon?

Whitewash

There are two reasons to suspect that this might be so.
The Pulitzer organization is part of Columbia University,
housed in Columbia’s Graduate School of Journalism,
where the Pulitzer board’s chief officer serves as an ad-
junct professor. The school also publishes a magazine,
the Columbia Journalism Review. This fall the CJR fea-
tured its own study of press coverage of the war in
Lebanon. The study was written by Roger Morris with
research assistance by CJR interns. The CJR study con-
cluded that Beirut “‘was a graveyard [for] critics’ charges
of unprofessional reporting” and that “readers and view-
ers could have asked for little more” than they got from

Postscript

the performance of the U.S. press in Lebanon. What
made the CJR study so extraordinary—what made it
invite the epithet “‘whitewash”—was that in contrast to
other examinations of this subject, which found notable
variations in the quality of coverage (for example, be-
tween the Times and the Post), Mr. Morris found no such
variations. The coverage, by his account, was uniformly
wonderful.

Dubious Honor

The second reason to wonder about the motivations
behind this Pulitzer prize is the composition of the jury
that weighed the entries in the international reporting
category. This jury of five included one professor of
journalism and one columnist who writes usually about
family matters; neither is known for any particular views
about the Middle East. The other three jurors were edi-
tors of newspapers that distinguished themselves for
their sharp, even strident, opposition to Israel’s actions in
Lebanon: The Des Moines Register, the Louisville Couri-
er-Journal, and the Spokane Spokesmen Review and
Chronicle. A survey by the Anti-Defamation League,
written long before the Pulitzer nominations, found the
Register to be among the six most anti-Israel of forty-five
major newspapers and found the Courier-Journal to be
among the ten most anti-Israel of fifty smaller news-
papers surveyed. The Spokesmen Review was not in-
cluded in the ADL’s sample, but its editorial stance was
so critical of Israel’s actions in Lebanon as to have been
described as “raucous” by one former member of its
staff. It ran, for example, its own cartoon likening Prime
Minister Begin to Adolf Hitler. The point is that in the
face of charges that U.S. media coverage of Lebanon
exhibited unprofessional bias, these three editors all ran
newspapers that themselves felt in need of vindication.
Just as by congratulating its two writers, the Post was
indirectly congratulating itself, so by honoring jointly the
Times and the Post, the Pulitzer board was pronouncing
an implicit favorable judgment on U.S. newspaper cover-
age in general of Lebanon, including the work of the
editors who made up the jury. There is less vindication in
this than meets the eye.
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Against the Grain

Is God Essential to Conservatism?

It has often been urged that a re-
ligious, and in particular, a Chris-
tian, commitment is, if not an
essential element in, then at least in
some other way presupposed by
political conservatism.

Antony Flew

ond quotation: “But if, in the mo-
ment of riot, and in a drunken delir-
ium from the hot spirit drawn out
of the alembic of hell, which in
France is now so furiously boiling,

ism. In Italy’s 1948 elections, the
Church pulled out all the stops to
defeat an equally wholehearted
Communist Party offensive. One
poster in that campaign showed a

voter in the solitude of a

The classic Reflections on
the Revolution in France,
for instance, asks: “Who,

A [Christian commitment] as a defin-

polling booth, over the
menacing caption: “‘Sta-
lin can’t see you. But God

born within the last forty

ing characteristic of the true conserva-

can. Vote Christian Dem-

years, has read one word ocrat!”

of Collins, and Toland, fzpe . . . would exclude far oo many To the first and boldest
and Tindal, and Chubb, - suggestion—the sug-
and Morgan, and that sterlmg people. gestion that some theist
whole race who called and perhaps even some
themselves Freethink- specifically Christian
ers?” Burke then continues: “We  we should uncover our nakedness, commitment should be demanded

know, and what is better, we feel
inwardly, that religion is the basis
of civil society, and the source of all
good and of all comfort. . . . Vio-
lently condemning neither the
Greek nor the Armenian, nor, since
heats are subsided, the Roman sys-
tem of religion, we prefer the Prot-
estant; not because we think it has
less of the Christian religion in it,
but because, in our judgment, it has
more.”!

In another standard presentation
of the conservative case, Quintin
Hogg—now the Viscount Hail-
sham and, under Margaret Thatch-
er, Lord Chancellor of England—
makes it a rather more specific mat-
ter of presupposed values: “The
basis for the justification of the
right to own private property is ul-
timately the belief in the infinite
value of human personality, but
this value can only be seen in its true
light in a world assumed to be theo-
centric—God-centered.”? Yet oth-
ers have stressed the relevant im-
portance and implications of the
doctrines of the Fall and of Original
Sin. Creatures such as we cannot
but be constitutionally unfitted for
citizenship in Utopia. Some too
have heeded Burke’s warning in the
paragraph subsequent to our sec-
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by throwing off that Christian re-
ligion which has hitherto been our
boast and comfort . . . we are ap-
prehensive (being well aware that
the mind will not endure a void)
that some uncouth, pernicious, and
degrading superstition might take
place of it.”

This last real and certainly still
present danger was, way back in
the early fifties, the main burden of
Ernest van den Haag’s response to
Sidney Hook’s characteristically
staunch and totally secular man-
ifesto, “Religion and the Intellec-
tuals.”” In his “Open Letter to
Sidney Hook,” Professor van den
Haag argued: “Transcendent myth
is required just for the purpose of
making tolerable the difference be-
tween even the best of social sys-
tems and eschatological perfec-
tion—ultimate justice.”” He chal-
lenged Professor Hook: “Don’t you
think that Dr. Fuchs, Alger Hiss et
al. have embraced Communism not
because of, but despite, what it is to
‘live tensely under the discipline
that such a faith instills in
them?’ 73 At that time both Pro-
fessor Hook and Professor van den
Haag must have had fresh memo-
ries of recent Roman Catholic ser-
vice as a bulwark against Bolshev-

as one defining characteristic of the
true conservative—the immediate
and surely by itself sufficient objec-
tion 1s that this would exclude from
that good company of ours far too
many sterling people. It must for a
start preclude all possibility of find-
ing or forming any substantial con-
servative forces in any country that
is not and is not going to become
Christian or at least in some other
way monotheistic,

Coming nearer home, such a
stipulation would blackball
Burke’s own older contemporary
and compatriot, David Hume. For
Hume was no Christian, and only
in the most attenuated sense, if at
all, any kind of theist. Yet Hume
was by common consent the great-
est of British philosophers, and he
has now at last begun to be recog-
nized as one of the major thinkers
of political conservatism. (His ac-
ceptance as such in the United
States will perhaps be helped by
noticing that he was a friend of Ben-
jamin Franklin and that he foresaw,
and lived just long enough to wel-
come, the American Declaration of
Independence.)

To the weaker and less arbitrarily
definitional claim that some funda-
mental Christian doctrines are
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somehow presupposed by beliefs
that are essentials of conservatism
in anyone’s book, the first response
has to be that if this is indeed so,
and if these essentials cannot also
and alternatively be sustained on
quite different and independent
grounds, then the long-term pros-
pects for conservatism, even in the
historically Christian countries,
must be extremely bleak. Perhaps
the prospects are bleak, but not, 1
think, for this reason. The point
here is that although the present
century has in many parts of the
Third World been a period of un-
paralleled expansion, in most of the
industrialized First World, and in
almost all the Second World, both
Christian religious practice and, by
all behavioral indications, Chris-
tian religious belief have been and
still are in an apparently accelerat-
ing and seemingly irreversible de-
cline.*

Declining Signs of Faith

The faithfulness of this general
picture is confirmed by every avail-
able index of measurement. It is not
simply a matter of falling nominal
rolls of membership, significant
though these are. Such formal indi-
cations are supported by the harder
statistics of actual participation:
figures for those taking Easter com-
munion and attending on other
days of obligation; figures of chil-
dren baptized and of the propor-
tions of the baptized who are later
confirmed; figures revealing the ris-
ing popularity of such traditionally
proscribed activities as fornication,
adultery, abortion, and divorce;
and so on, and on and on.

Nor is this picture of the decline
of religion any the less generally
correct for three distracting facts.
First, the extent and the rate of ero-
sion differs from country to coun-
try and from church to church.
Sometimes too there is a local and
temporary halt or reversal of this
Long March of secularization. Sec-
ond, much of the abandoning of

traditional beliefs and practices has .

occurred and is occurring, quite in-
conspicuously and often unwit-
tingly, within the shells of tradi-
tional organizations. Third, the
United States has been an impor-
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tant, though partial and presum-
ably temporary, exception. Cer-
tainly there was in the United States
a remarkable increase in active
church membership in the first dec-
ades after World War II. The
present shrinking of most of the
main affiliates of the National
Council of Churches may be for the
moment more than offset by the
spectacular growth of the born-
again biblical religion of the elec-
tronic media.

In the more developed countries,
therefore, we appear to confront an
irreversible long-term decline of
Christian conviction. So, if we want
to find or to make a brighter future
for conservatism, we should be ea-
ger to explore the possibilities of
basing our crucial beliefs upon al-
ternative, nonreligious founda-
tions—not of course that success in
such inquiries will have any tenden-
cy to show that these beliefs cannot
be as well or better grounded in a
continuing Christian commitment.

Take, for example, the insistence
that everyone should be entitled, as
best he may, both to acquire and to
hold private property, and the as-
sociated demand that the entire
economy should be in the main
both private and, at least poten-
tially, competitive. There is, surely,
no imperative call to conscript a
Creator into service here. These
two basic demands can be de-
fended, and by many are, in totally
secular terms. In support of the first
we can erect a doctrine of minimal
yet universal human rights. This
Kantian doctrine is itself founded
upon respect for persons, not—in-
coherently-—as ends in themselves,
but rather as formers of ends for
themselves. The claim is that per-
sons are, as such, entitled to pursue
their self-chosen ends wherever and
whenever this pursuit in no way
prejudices the equal rights of oth-
ers.” No one can enjoy much per-
sonal liberty or even much self-re-
spect if every resource that he uses
can be withdrawn at the absolute
discretion either of some other indi-
vidual or of some collective.

In support of the second insis-
tence, we can and should appeal to
both theory and experience. These
provide overwhelming demonstra-

tions of the advantages, simply as
mechanisms of wealth creation, of
predominantly private and plural-
ist economies over the state monop-
olistic. Thus it is, surely, a priori
obvious that investment decisions
and other economic initiatives are
likely to turn out to be maximally
wealth-creating to the extent that
those who make them have the
most substantial interests in them.
In practice we now have several de-
cisively instructive track records
available for comparisons. Of these
the most familiar are those of East
and West Germany. But there are
similar contrasts to be made be-
tween the fruits of soldier socialism
in Burma and private enterprise in
Thailand. Perhaps most impressive
of all is the difference between the
performance of the Han people in
mainland China, with government
always and everywhere on their
backs, and the achievements of
their fellows in Singapore, Hong
Kong, or Taiwan.®

Nor must we leave this particular
topic without at least noticing the
strong case for claiming that a plu-
ralist economy, with a wide disper-
sion of private property, is in fact a
practically necessary condition for
the enjoyment of even the most ele-
mentary individual liberties. This
point was made revealingly some
years ago by the Moscow Institute
of Marxism-Leninism in a discus-
sion of “Broad Left” or “United
Front” tactics: “Having once ac-
quired political power, the working
class implements the liquidation of
the private ownership of the means
of production. . . . As a result, un-
der socialism, there remains no
ground for the existence of any op-
position parties counterbalancing
the Communist Party.””

Willful Blindness

Another fundamental that many
conservatives like to derive from
Christianity is a pessimistic, not to
say jaundiced, estimate of human
nature and human potentiality. Yet
an estimate, in fact, so altogether
realistic has no need of any the-
ological support. It is already and
abundantly sustained by the whole
past story of mankind as well as by
our own repeatedly disillusioning
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everyday experience. What is so re-
markable, and what can never be
too often remarked, is how fre-
quently and how arbitrarily those
who are not conservatives choose
to ignore these altogether familiar
human realities. Such inconsistency
and such willful blindness took a
peculiarly grotesque and extreme
shape in many of the student revo-
lutionaries of the late sixties. While
refusing to trust out of their sight
anyone whom they actually knew,
these shining-eyed but dirty-
mouthed campus Jacobins nev-
ertheless insisted that in far-off
Havana or Hanoi, where ruthless
committees hold absolute and irre-
sponsible power, all manner of
things must be well.

Marx himself, the spiritual par-
ent or grandparent of all our con-
temporary utopians, is only mar-
ginally less preposterous in the
resolute blindness and systematic
inconsistency of his treatment of
human nature. For, having early
abandoned that belief in providen-
tial guidance and control, which
alone could warrant a conviction
that the Kingdom of God is bound
in the end to be established on
Earth, Marx went on to spend the
rest of his life developing and pro-
claiming a secularized analogue of
St. Augustine’s Christian philoso-
phy of history. (Not for nothing has
that descendant of two long lines of
rabbis been called the last of the
Hebrew prophets!)

But now, it 1s all very well to put
your faith in such an ideal consum-
mation if you first believe that we
were indeed designed to be subjects
in that perfect and peaceable king-
dom—and designed too by a Crea-
tor whose purposes cannot ulti-
mately be frustrated. It is quite
another thing to hold to similar
conclusions when the sole guaran-
tor of the promised consummation
is history hypostatized, and when
the citizens of your future stateless
state will be, like us now, un-
designed products of evolution by
natural selection. The Communist
Manifesto proclaims for the fairly
immediate future the ineluctable
advent of a new, worldwide, con-
flict-free social order, an order in
which “‘the free development of
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each will be a condition of the free
development of all.”® How are we
to characterize this atheist promise
and the subsequent attempt to dis-
cover some natural and scientific
guarantee of its fulfillment, save as
deceit and delusion sprung from a
self-blinding, bigoted, juvenile,
Hegelian philosophical infatua-
tion??

It would be wrong to conclude
the present discussion without tak-
ing note of one very unwelcome

. . . nowadays most of
those who speak for the
traditional Christian or-
ganizations take their
stands among our op-
i)onents. -

fact. The fact is, though those who
appeal to the Christian foundations
of social and political conservatism
are usually and understandably re-
luctant to take account of this, that
nowadays most of those who speak
for most of the traditional and
long-established Christian organi-
zations take their more or less em-
phatic stands among our oppo-
nents.

Consider for a start the current
and still formidably growing cam-
paigns for unilateral disarmament
and, in particular and crucially,
unilateral nuclear disarmament in
and by countries standing in the
way of the Soviet socialist drive to
world hegemony. Christian leaders
were among the first to fall in be-
hind Moscow’s lead in denouncing
U.S. plans to develop the misnamed
neutron bomb—that “typically
capitalist weapon,” which by kill-
ing the attackers without devastat-
ing everything else might have
stopped dead the now overwhelm
ingly superior Warsaw Pact tank
armies. The same seems to be true
of all the other self-styled anti-
nuclear and peace movements in
NATO countries. These all began,
or began to grow, not while the

U.S.S.R. was establishing its pres-
ent military ascendancy, nor when
she began to install those SS-20s
targeted on Western Europe, but
only when there was first talk of
offsetting this threat with those still
unavailable cruise missiles. It is apt-
ly symbolic that the two acknowl-
edged inspirers of today’s Cam-
paign for Nuclear Disarmament in
Britain are Edward Thompson, a
lifelong and admitted Marxist-
Leninist, and Bruce Kent, a pro-
fessedly Roman Catholic Monsig-
nor.

Or consider, again, the increas-
ingly notorious record of the World
Council of Churches, ever eager to
fund Marxist-Leninist guerrilla
movements and never willing to
come to the aid of Christian victims
of communist persecution. It is,
surely, significant that although the
degenerating transformation of the
WCC into what is now in effect a
fellow-traveling front organization
has been tolerably well-docu-
mented, such publicity seems to
have provoked almost no effective
protest from, nor disaffiliation by,
any of its member churches. (The
only exception, to my knowledge,
altogether characteristic and
wholly creditable, has been the Sal-
vation Army. It cannot stomach ei-
ther the support for revolutionary
terrorism or the lack of concern
with the New Testament gospel.19)

Or consider, yet again, almost
any recent public affairs statement
either by the National Council of
Churches in the United States or by
the British Council of Churches.
For example: During the 1979 Brit-
ish general election, the BCC for-
mulated a list of twenty questions
for church meetings to put to candi-
dates. These were all, and quite ob-
viously, designed to produce the
same answer: Vote Labour, but
whatever you do, never Conserva-
tive!!! In October 1982, while I
was writing this essay, the Laity
Commission of the Roman Catho-
lic Bishops Conference of England
and Wales published an explicit
and extremely fierce attack on the
Thatcher administration. It is ac-
cused of deliberately setting out to
build an unjust society. The com-
mission takes it absolutely for

83



granted, as if they were reiterating
some element in the magisterium,
that justice, or at any rate social
justice, requires the enforcement,
by and through the power of the
state, of a universal equality or
near-equality of condition—and
this, apparently, irrespective of any
individual entitlements, individual
deserts, or individual efforts. Mrs.
Thatcher thus stands condemned
without excuse, her government
being “the first for generations to
reverse the trend towards equality
by means of the tax system”!

It is now too late to develop any
challenge to the interpretations of
Christianity upon which these vari-
ous anticonservative recommenda-
tions purport to be based. It might
also be thought improper for an
avowed unbeliever to question the
right of others to bear the Christian

name. So 1 will end with no more
than two brief comments.

First, it is hard indeed to see how
this McGovernite misconception of
justice as a state-enforced equality
of outcome is to be derived from the
recorded teachings of Jesus. Jesus,
it should be recalled, taught both a
Parable of the Talents (Luke
19:12-27, and Matthew 25:14-30)
and a Parable of the Vineyard
(Luke 20:9-16, and Mark
12:1-72). Yet he consistently, and
it might seem systematically, failed
to exploit any such fine chances ei-
ther to condemn private business or
to summon the intervention of the
Procrustean state.

Second, we must remember in
the present context what was said
earlier about the present progres-
sive erosion, even within the hier-
archies of traditionally Christian
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industrial decision-making should
be greatly extended?” and so on.
These leading questions were
drawn from a BCC book, Britain
Today and Tomorrow. The Roman
Catholic document mentioned
next, also published by the organi-
zation concerned, is Community,
Benefit and Taxation.

12. Compare, with the works men-
tioned in Note 10, the findings of a
recent confidential survey of the
beliefs of 1,100 theological teach-
ers in U.S. seminaries and schools
of religion, published in the sum-
mer 1982 issue of This World (In-
stitute for Educational Affairs and
American Enterprise Institute).
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““The most amazing
and outrageous and

interesting journal
in America.’’

—William F. Buckley, Jr.

The White House gets it . . . so do members of the
Cabinet and Congress . . . and you should too, thatis . . .

. . if you’d love to give a hot foot to the likes of General
Jaruzelski . . . the entire Politburo . . . Betty Friedan, Ralph
Nader, and Billy Graham . . . Tip O’Neill and Howard
Baker . . . and every posturing, pompous, Third-World
diplomat . . . and then watch what happens.

. . . if you want the very best writing of such luminaries as
Tom Wolfe, Malcolm Muggeridge, Ben J. Wattenberg,
Ernest van den Haag, Tom Bethell, George Will, Hugh
Kenner, Michael Novak, Taki, Walter E. Williams, and the
Spectator’s founder and editor-in-chief, syndicated columnist
R. Emmett Tyrrell, Jr.

. . . if you’re interested in knowing the gut, history-chang-
ing issues of the day months in advance of their making the
national press and network news.

For example, long before the P.R. firm of Reagan, Regan,
Kemp, Roth and Stockman stuck the electorate’s toe in the
hot socket of Supply-Side Economics, the scheme’s big
daddy, George Gilder, was discussing it in depth in the pages
of The American Spectator. Long before ‘“Yellow Rain’’ in
Afghanistan and Cambodia hit the front pages and editorial
columns, Spectator readers were experts on the subject. The
liveliest, nastiest debate on Nixon, Kissinger, and the destruc-
tion of Cambodia took place in these pages between William
Shawcross and Henry Kissinger’s chief researcher. And
Margaret Thatcher’s high male-hormone count was openly
discussed long before the Falklands crisis.

In short, The American Spectator is where the action is!
And you’re invited to get in on it and savor it!

What they say:

The Washington Post: ‘‘. . . Washington’s new *‘in’’
magazine.
Time Magazine: **. . . a (monthly) 40-page compendium of

essays, satires, diatribes as well as acid-etched reviews of
books, movies, and saloons (recent recommendation: Delisa’s
Bungalow Beer Garden in South St. Louis). The Spectator’s
list of contributors reads like a Who's Who of the American
Right and Center. Among them are Buckley, Public Interest
co-editor Irving Kristol, Harvard Government Professor
James Q. Wilson, Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan and social
theorist Sidney Hook.”’
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_ Tales from the Public Sector _____

Joggers and Trimmers

Eom 1978 to 1982 I represented Thurlow Park
Ward on Lambeth Borough Council in South
London. Lambeth is a long, thin slice of inner
London that stretches from the River Thames op-
posite the Palace of Westminster south through
Kennington, Brixton, and Clapham to Streatham
and Norwood.

During my term of office, Lambeth Council
was led by Ted Knight, locally known as Red
Ted, who prefers to be known as a Marxist
rather than a Communist. Red Ted is nominally
a member of the Labour party and is a product
of Labour’s about-face on the acceptability of
the far left. He was expelled from the Labour
party in the mid-fifties for his membership in a
“proscribed” organization, the Socialist La-
bour League. In the 1970s Labour leaders
abandoned the policy of proscription, and Red
Ted was promptly allowed to join Norwood
Labour party.

Red Ted’s leadership of Lambeth Council is
a textbook example of the results of entryism,
the process by which young people on the far
left penetrate the Labour party, ousting older,
more traditional Labour leaders from inter-
nal positions and nominations for public
office. Red Ted was first elected to Lam-
beth Council in 1974. Two days after
his reelection in 1978, a private meeting
of all Labour councillors in Lambeth
was held. Red Ted was elected their
leader, and since Labour held a clear
majority in the council chamber,
he was thus also leader of Lam-
beth Council.

These far-left young La-
bourites typically want to na-
tionalize the banks and the top
hundred or more corpora-
tions, bring all housing into
municipal ownership, abolish
the monarchy and the House of Lords, and end all forms
of private education. Additionally, they support the
I.LR.A., want to bring British troops back from Ulster, and
seek to extend trade union privileges. In Lambeth, they
even sent formal letters to the Labour party’s national
executive committee calling for the nationalization of the
funeral industry, on the grounds that since profits are
immoral, profits from death must be doubly so.

In my four years on Lambeth Council, hardly a week
passed when I did not witness some bizarre incident or
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The jogger (from the trimmer’s point
of view).

John Blundell

ridiculous proposal. Here are several examples.
The Labour councillors were particularly dotty
on the subject of housing. At the time [ was elect-
ed, the council already owned more than 30,000
units—houses and apartments—but it seemed
that was not enough. The council embarked on a
huge spending spree, buying up houses that came
on the market not only in our borough but also in
surrounding areas. So much money was pumped
into this program that in Lambeth itself, house
prices rose twice as fast as in the rest of London.
Our housing officers were so busy rushing
from auction to auction that on one occasion
they bid on and purchased the wrong house. It
didn’t seem to matter that the house we bought
was previously owned by another socialist
council that had decided that it was not eco-
nomical to remodel it.
We had a large number of people in our
district wanting to live in council hous-
\ ing—some 15,000 families were on the
waiting list. The thing I found particu-
larly crazy was that the houses and apartments
we purchased in the late seventies were typ-
ically left empty, boarded up in fact to stop
vandalism. When we in the Opposition sug-
gested selling these vacant houses or allowing
some sort of homesteading or sweat-equity pur-
chase, the response was, ““We would rather leave
these houses empty and boarded up for five or
even ten years until we, the council, have the
. money to modernize them fora needy fam-
3@ ily than to sell them to people who
b «"} would probably vote Tory anyway.”
c The financial aspect of council
housing was as ridiculous as our pur-
chasing policies. Rents were frozen for
several years during a period of high
inflation. Nothing was done to chase
up tenants who had fallen into arrears
or to deal with the 500-plus properties
occupied by squatters. The account for rent arrears alone
was several million pounds and still rising by 1982.
Lambeth Council in 197879 spent £8,500,000 on
housing management, £7,300,000 on repairs, and
£24,200,000 on interest charges for the funds borrowed
to buy or build the units in the first place. Total:
£40,000,000. On the income side, net rent amounted to
£8,700,000. With a total of £15,800,000 for manage-
ment and repairs, we would have saved £7,100,000 a
year if we had just mailed the deeds of all these properties
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to our tenants. The borough’s overall debt, including
housing funds, rose to £300,000,000; this entailed inter-
est charges amounting to £2.50 per resident per week or,
in other words, £10 per week or £520 per year for a
typical family of four. One of the sources of this expense
was the Consumer Services Directorate, which produced
bulletins on such essential topics as how to care for your
potted plants and how to restore Victorian pine furni-
ture.

The Consumer Services Directorate believed in the
necessity of being accessible to the populace. Accord-
ingly, the directorate purchased a motor home
(cost: a quarter of a million pounds) and parked
it, filled with directorate staff, on the main street
of the borough every Saturday so that the staff
would be available to deal with consumer com-
plaints,

My home was near the directorate’s
wonted parking place. Every Satur-
day I would see the van parked
in full view, but it was rare to
see any member of the public
anywhere near it. Yet statis-
tics supplied to councillors
showed that the staff dealt
with an average of 50 inquiries
a day. Perplexed, I took up a
vantage point early one Saturday
and carefully observed activity
in and around the van. After
three hours, only two people had
been near it. I telephoned the La-
bour councillor who chaired the
committee overseeing the directo-
rate. Within 20 minutes he joined
me, and we entered the van to talk
with the four staff members on duty.

After lengthy questioning, I sud-
denly realized what these 50 inquiries
per day represented. About three yards
in front of the van, the staff had set up a
rack, on which were displayed copies of
the directorate’s bulletins, leaflets, and
brochures. Members of the public were
free to help themselves. One of the staff
members said he was responsible for put-
ting out the publications, keeping them
stocked up, bringing them in at the end
of the day, and counting how many
had gone.

This was the key. The directorate
counted one leaflet gone as one inquiry. If a child took
ten, this was ten inquiries. And if the staff ever wanted to
prove how much they were needed by the public, all they
had to do was to throw away a handful of leaflets to
make their average inquiries soar.

As we left the staff to sip their tea, a gust of wind blew
some of the leaflets off the rack and sent them swirling
down the street.

“Another half-dozen inquiries successfully dealt
with,” I commented to my colleague, the Labour coun-

the jogger).
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The trimmer (as he is seen by

cillor in charge of all this. He was not amused.
~ Another classic from the Consumer Services Directo-
rate was a weekly guide to prices in local shops. Each
week, inspectors jotted down the prices of some thirty
staples in the local shops and supermarkets. These were
turned into a chart with all the stores on one axis and all
the items on the other. The diligent consumer could call
first at the directorate’s caravan and after careful study
could see where each item could be purchased to get the
best value for money.

Each store, of course, had different loss leaders
each week, and inevitably you would have to visit

six or eight different emporiums to minimize

one’s outlay. Given the weight of certain items,

the opportunity cost of your time, and the cost of

shoe leather, you would have to be an athletic,
barefoot, poverty-stricken person with lots of
time on your hands to gain from this
service.

I once pointed this out to the
chairman, together with the diffi-
culty of the mental calculations
necessary to work out an opti-

mal route. He said, “We hope

to install minicomputers in all
of our offices and the van.

Consumers will be encour-

aged to call in with their shop-

ping lists. These will be typed
into the computers, and opti-
mal routes will be printed out,
showing what should be pur-
chased at each stop. Naturally the
computers will be programmed to
take account of such matters as buying
potatoes next to last because of their
weight and eggs last of all because they
need to sit on top of the other shopping.”
Our rates (property taxes) and tax mon-
eys received from central government were
often spent on political causes without sanc-
tion from the electorate. We hosted several
concerts, RAT (Rock Against Thatcher) and
before that, RAR (Rock Against Racism). We
also hosted events for the Anti Nazi
=, League—a Socialist Workers Party front,

&=  We gave money to the social wing of Race
Today, a black Marxist magazine, so
that its members could build carnival
floats. Perhaps the most infamous was
the support that we gave to Union
Place Resource Centre.

Union Place was a printing collective of about eight
people. Over the course of my incumbency, they received
five to six grants a year, totaling many tens of thousands
of pounds, to cover their salaries, their plant rental, and
new equipment and supplies. In theory, we were sub-
sidizing Union Place so that they could supply communi-
ty groups with inexpensive printing. In practice, as |
discovered, their client list was composed almost entirely
of some 200 left-wing groups throughout London.
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After I had furnished this client list to the national
press, the collective’s premises were unfortunately fire-
bombed, and they scampered off to the police quick as
ever may be—a turnabout from their previous attitude,
indeed an attitude prevalent throughout the Lambeth
Labour party, of extreme antagonism toward the police
force. I would agree with those who say that much of the
blame for the Brixton riots of Spring 1981 rested with the
Lambeth Borough Council for fomenting hatred of the
police force.

I served on many committees and led for the Opposi-
tion on the Amenity Services Committee. This committee
dealt with parks, swimming pools, libraries, and so on.
One of our more bizarre meetings occurred when we
discussed a proposal for a Trim Trail.

No Passing Zone

The council had noted that many people in the bor-
ough had taken up jogging. This was a spontancous and
unorganized matter—people were simply taking to the
sidewalks and open spaces to exercise. The council had
also noted that these runners could be split into two
groups: joggers and trimmers. Joggers were fit people
who clipped off five-minute miles with ease and steamed
past the other group, the trimmers. Trimmers were slow,
plodding, overweight, unfit people. It was these second-
class runners who concerned the committee. Obviously,
the trimmers were a group in need. After all, God knows
what psychological damage, perhaps permanent, the
trimmer suffered when a jogger overtook him without
even panting, all on a public thoroughfare. The trimmers
were obviously at risk and severely disadvantaged.

The solution proposed was to build a Trim Trail that
would wind gracefully through one of our parks, or
“open spaces,” as we were instructed to call them. The
proposed course was designed so that the trimmer could
turn off to rest at scientifically determined points. At
these points, exercise equipment—situp benches, chinup
bars, and so on—would be placed. To protect the trim-
mers from probing eyes as they panted and sweated,
these areas would be made into secluded glades by plant-
ing trees and bushes all around them.

Some private research into this matter revealed that
these sorts of trails were very popular in North America,
where they were funded by banks, insurance companies,
and other businesses. There were hundreds across Eu-
rope, all privately funded. There were thousands of them
behind the Iron Curtain, all funded by the state. As far as
1 could discover, Lambeth was proposing to build the
first state-funded Trim Trail west of the Iron Curtain.

We had fun with that point and we won. The secluded
glades were quite rightly deemed a potential rapist’s
paradise, and the whole proposal was ridiculed as being
“something straight out of Monty Python.”

[ sat on another tiny subcommittee, the name of which
now escapes me, that dealt with funds received by the
council from the government for disbursement to local
groups. This tiny group provided me with two high—or
low—points in my career as a councillor. We once sat
considering an application from the Salvation Army for
funds to—as 1 recall-modernize part of a hostel. The
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Labour councillors, who had the majority, opposed the
grant because the “Sally Army” was not “the right sort”
of organization to be receiving aid from Lambeth.

“Item 5,293 ...”

Agendas for these meetings were delivered to coun-
cillors’ doors by messengers. One night I arrived home to
find a large parcel wrapped in brown paper on my door-
step. I lugged it inside and opened it up. It was the agenda
for the next subcommittee meeting, and one agenda item
was over 1,000 pages long. There were only about nine of
us on this subcommittee, but at the next full council
meeting I discovered that nearly sixty copies had been
made, since all the relevant officers and directorates had
to have one each. Inspired, I further discovered that:

® If piled one on top of each other, these pages would
total thirty feet in height.

® The weight of paper was more than 250 pounds.

® If the pieces of paper used were placed end to end,
the trail would stretch from Crystal Palace in South
London to Hampstead Heath in North London, a dis-
tance of some fifteen miles.

At the next subcommittee meeting, it was agreed to
postpone consideration of the item. This occurred to-
ward the end of the municipal year, when committees are
rearranged. Since this subcommittee was incredibly bor-
ing, most of us fled, and before it could meet again,
committee assignments had been reshuffled. The council
had a completely new set of the agenda made for the
councillors taking over the subcommittee. The paper
chain by then extended on from Hampstead Heath to the
start of the M1 motorway north.

A few weeks later I gave my copy of the agenda to the
editor of the Guinness Book of World Records, Norris
McWhirter, for possible inclusion in the book. The last
time I looked at the British edition, it was still there: the
longest-ever agenda item.

Many other incidents come to mind.

When my colleague, Councillor Pitt, very gently re-
buked the mayor (a Labour appointee) for his biased
chairing of full council meetings, an uproar ensued. In the
melee that followed, a Conservative colleague, Malcolm
Hollis, was “kneed in the groin,” as our local paper so
delicately put it, by one of Red Ted’s supporters, a man
who also happened to be a justice of the peace.

Then there’s the time [ introduced a motion congrat-
ulating Prince Charles and Lady Diana Spencer on their
engagement (part of the Prince of Wales’ estates is in
Lambeth). The motion failed, but in opposing it, the
Labour councillors talked of their plans to turn Buck-
ingham Palace into a home for single-parent families.
The Labour chief whip made the most sordid speech I
have ever heard. His colleagues rocked with laughter as
he detailed his personal plans for compulsory virginity
tests for future royal brides.

Fiddling

And there were all those bricks and other supplies that
went missing from the Construction Services Directo-
rate—enough to build a dozen houses. And the municipal
dustmen (garbage collectors) who worked a few hours a
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day for a full day’s pay, scavenged through everything for
items to sell, and collected bribes under the guise of
Christmas tips.

And the officer who accepted bribes for overordering
goods from a certain supplier.

1wish I could tell you that Lambeth is an exception and
that it is really not worth bothering oneself about the
antics of the loony left. But Red Ted is still in control of
Lambeth, although with a much reduced majority, his
protégé Ken Livingston is leader of the Greater London
Council, and along with many others they are destined to
join Tony Benn in the House of Commons before too
long,

The two key lessons 1 learned at Lambeth were that
first, the far left has a better understanding than the right
of the strategies and tactics needed to take power and,
once it has it, how to wield it; and second, the far left is
usually more ruthless, more determined, and more will-
ing to make personal sacrifices in the pursuit of their
goals.

When Red Ted took over as leader of the Lambeth
Council, he and several of his followers who chaired key
committees gave up their jobs and became full-time
councillors, living off allowances and expenses. They
were in the town hall day and night, putting pressure on
their officers and making sure that their policies were
implemented. The board of directors, a powerful com-
mittee of the heads of all directorates, used to be chaired
by the chief executive and met almost daily. Under Red
Ted’s leadership, the board was virtually abolished;
when it did meet, he took the chair.

A former Lambeth chief executive once described a
local authority as a vast oceangoing liner. To turn such a
liner around 180 degrees is a tremendous job that takes
time and many square miles of open sea, the chief said.
Red Ted knew this well, I think. Continuing the analogy,
he threw the captain off the bridge, replaced the key
officers with his own, tore up the rule book, and pro-
ceeded to handle the ocean liner as though it were a
speedboat.
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The Fiction of Intelligence

The Puzzle Palace. By James Bamford. (Houghton
Mifflin Co., Boston, 1982) $16.95.

The Circus: M15 Operations, 1945-72. By Nigel West.
(Stein & Day, New York, 1983) $16.95.

The Belarus Secret. By Jobhn Loftus. (Alfred A. Knopf,
New York, 1982) $13.95.

The Last Hero: Wild Bill Donovan. By Anthony Cave
Brown. (Times Books, New York, 1982) $24.95.

Er a long time I have been reading books on intelli-
gence, and for the last few years I have had to read them
more or less systematically. To generalize on a whole
genre is always misleading, but certain observations
obtrude themselves. When Raymond Chandler predicted
some forty years ago a great future to the cloak-and-
dagger story in contrast to the old-fashioned detective
story, he was right in one way and wrong in others. Some
of these books have had a phenomenal success, and there
seems to be a perennial demand for fictional, factional,
semifictional, and nonfictional accounts. But most did
not become best-sellers, and those that did are no longer
in the cloak-and-dagger tradition nor do they belong to
the new microchip and influence-agent school.

Writing on espionage has developed in various direc-
tions, and some seem more auspicious than others. Some
time ago a Hollywood producer told me that he would
not touch an espionage scenario if he could help it; it was
not the stuff box office successes were made of. But what
about lan Fleming, what about The Day of the Jackal?
The former, I was told, belongs to the distant past; the
latter had not been much of a winner.

The producer may still be wrong, but his aversion
seems to be fairly widespread also among publishers.
How to explain it? The old-fashioned spy story—say
John Buchan’s Thirty-Nine Steps, The Three Hostages,
and Greenmantle, or Erskine Childers’s Riddle of the
Sands—were straightforward yarns; the authors were
excellent storytellers; there was not a minute’s doubt as
to the identity of heroes and villains. And it was equally
certain that the former would prevail in the end whereas
the latter would be punished. The contemporary spy

" story, even in the hands of the more seasoned practi-
tioners, has become a terribly complicated affair. The
arts of telling a story and of building up suspense have
sadly declined. On the other hand literary and philosoph-
ical ambitions have enormously grown: So many authors
want to write novels that are “much more than a spy
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Cryptanalyst William Friedman, a bonafide superspy,
broke Japan’s diplomatic code, and his cipher machines
and inductive reasoning perhaps altered the outcome of
World War II. Congress awarded him $100,000.

story.” They are searching for images; the dialogue is
precious, too clever by half; there are neither heroes nor
villains in their stories; the protagonists are equally bored
and boring. As Pauline Kael noted after watching the
Looking Glass War, key points are never made clear—
most of the time the viewer does not know what the plan
is and whether things are going right or wrong. And the
result is that Thirty-Nine Steps and other such vintage
novels are reprinted year after year (and even adapted for
the cinema every decade or so), whereas most of the
current spy fiction is forgotten within a short time.
Intelligence fiction, it is generally accepted, does not
mirror the reality of intelligence. This is true for both the
glamorous fantasies of Ian Fleming and the sinister fan-
tasies of the anti-CIA school: Their aim is to entertain or,
alternatively, to moralize. They are not mimetic, to use
the technical term. Any resemblance to the realities of
intelligence is truly accidental. As usual one can think of
mitigating circumstances. “Cray 1,” “Platform,” and the
other supercomputers described by James Bamford in
The Puzzle Palace, his recent book on the National Secu-
rity Agency, are most impressive systems, but they do not
generate much romance or any other kind of passion.
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Supremely ineffective in her World War 1 efforts to secure secrets for the Germans, Mata Hari is nonetheless

emblazoned in the popular imagination as the female superspy. A Dutch-Indonesian dancer-turned-spy, she was
executed by the French in 1917. Seen here is actress Greta Garbo, as she played the glamorous role in the 1931 motion

picture, Mata Hari.

Even a Shakespeare would have had difficulties with this
kind of inhuman material. But this is what intelligence is
nowadays largely about.

Analysis is another unlikely topic for movies and most
novels. Both need action, not contemplation, and thus
Robert Redford, the intelligence analyst in Three Days of
the Condor, turns operator within the first three minutes,

How mimetic are nonfiction writings on intelligence
these days? There have been in recent years some excel-
lent books on more narrowly defined topics, such as the
official British history on intelligence in the Second
World War, Professor R.V. Jones’s work on scientific
intelligence, David Kahn’s books, Ronald Lewin’s books
on MAGIC and ULTRA, and at least a dozen others.
There have been some general reflections of interest and
value, such as the six (so far) publications of the Wash-
ington-based Consortium for the Study of Intelligence,
Intelligence Requirements for the 1980’s, edited by Roy
Godson. There have been biographical and auto-
biographical studies, some of great interest, others more
problematical. But even the very best books on intelli-
gence suffer from certain weaknesses that are probably
inherent in the very subject. The British history of intelli-
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gence in World War II is weak on human intelligence
(HUMINT). Indeed, it mentions virtually no individuals,
only committees; the reader wili look in vain in the 1,500
pages published so far for Cavendish-Bentinck, Stewart
Menzies, Kell, or Jones—and these were, after all, the key
figures in the whole story. The reason is not difficult to
divine: There has been massive censorship, and even self-
censorship, of sources pertaining to HUMINT. For simi-
lar reasons Professor Michael Howard’s official history
of deception in World War II has not been released for
publication.

This, of course, is an old problem. Those who know
what happened are usually subject to all kinds of restric-
tions. These restrictions are often exceedingly stupid and
have not the slightest effect on keeping real secrets and
preventing leakages, as they frequently concern matters
that are well known in any case. William Hood’s fine
book, The Mole, published last year, deals with the affair
of Major Popov in Vienna, the most important human
source that U.S. intelligence had in the early 1950s. Mr.
Hood does not give the name of Popov’s American case
officer, who plays a central role in the book. But the
reader who turns to the work of a British author, Nigel
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West’s The Circus: MIS Operations, 1945-72, also re-
cently published, will learn that this was George Kisval-
ter, and he will read a good many things besides. As for
the Russians, they did not have to wait for the publica-
tion of Nigel West’s book, as they learned all these details
from George Blake, their master spy in Berlin some twen-
ty-five years ago.

Veils of Secrecy

Intelligence old-timers (to return to our theme) fre-
quently tend to believe that only an insider can be trusted
to tell the story as it really was, and there is a grain of
truth in this. But knowledge is only one of the precondi-
tions needed to write on yesteryear’s events; another is
detachment. There is no surfeit of this quality among
those who were involved by necessity in all kinds of
interagency (and intra-agency) controversies, quarrels,
rivalries, and so on. Their ambitions were bound to be
thwarted at one stage or another, and they usually have
scores to settle. The belief that only an insider can say
anything of relevance about any subject is a frequent
phenomenon; it appears in all times and in many con-
texts. But the insider will seldom be free to write the
whole truth and he cannot implicitly be trusted. The ideal
observer was once compared (by Trotsky, 1 believe) to
someone sitting on the wall of a besieged fortress, able to
watch in detail events on both sides of the wall. But such
ideal vantage posts seldom, if ever, exist in real life. Thus
we shall have to make do in future, as in the past, with
insiders, who tell us the truth but not the whole truth, and
refight some of the old battles, and on the other hand
with outsiders, such as academics, who are preoccupied
with building theoretical models, or journalists, who
write with hardly veiled prejudices or seek sensational
revelations. And even those who try to steer clear of these
pitfalls as much as possible cannot be certain that they
have been able to penetrate the veil of secrecy.

There have been some authors in recent years who
succeeded in penetrating the tabernacles of intelligence
agencies (to quote David Kahn’s phrase about James
Bamford’s book). But Mr. Bamford is concerned (mer-
cifully) with technical systems, not with substance, and in
the end the reader will not really be much wiser whether
the National Security Agency is very important and the
money allocated to it well spent or whether the intelli-
gence collected is mostly low grade, the Russian general
talking with his mistress in the Crimea, and the merchant
from Singapore discussing business with his associate.
There were such books not only in the United States.
Nigel West’s The Circus: MISshould be mentioned in this
context. MIS is the British counterintelligence agency
(the security service), and Mr. West is a young British
journalist who had previously written a history of its
earlier days—from 1909 to the end of 1945. His first
book contained not much of importance that was not
known before. The Circus, on the other hand, contains
quite a few revelations. The author must have received
considerable assistance from some former member of the
security service. Since it is known that there was a great
deal of internal dissention in MIS5, and since Mr, West’s
informants had, in all probability, more than a few axes
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to grind, it is not certain to what degree all the revelations
can be trusted. Many of the details may be right; the
overall picture could still be wrong.

Nigel West’s book is relatively harmless, for the biases
are not political but merely refer to the internal struggles
in British intelligence. One faces the same syndrome in a
far more acute form in much of American literature on
intelligence of the 1970s. A good example is Thomas
Power’s book on the CIA and Richard Helms, The Man
Who Kept the Secrets. One cannot but admire the indus-
try of the author, digging out fact after the fact; and as far
as an outsider can ascertain, he got many of his facts
right. And yet the overall picture is distorted because the
political context is largely nonexistent. It could well be
that the reader of mass-market books on intelligence
does not want to be unduly bothered with lengthy dis-
quisitions about detente, the balance of power, Soviet
foreign political conduct, and so on. Not for him such
questions as whether America needs an intelligence agen-
cy in the first place, whether a secret service should be
secret, whether a covert action capacity is needed or not.
John Le Carré certainly would not dream about bringing
in boring subjects of this kind, and there is no reason why
he should. It is less obvious why one should be taking
seriously those nonfiction books that do not address
themselves to the crucial questions, however vexing. A
plausible case can be made for the “Napoleon and the
Women” kind of literature; they are entertaining and
may even make a certain contribution to our knowledge
of Napoleon. But since Napoleon did not enter history as
a result of his achievements-as a lover, these books will
not be read for their comments on grand strategy. Most
of this literature does not pretend to be more than it is,
whereas the investigative journalist genre clearly has
such ambitions. Journalists’ usual practice is to establish
to their own and possibly our satisfaction that a certain
senior intelligence official engaged in some illegal activity
or that he has been lying. This will be followed by some
sanctimonious comments about the evils of secrecy and
exhortations to stick to the basic values of our demo-
cratic society. Qur journalist will then move on to his
next assignment without having provided much guid-
ance to the keepers of the secrets who have to conduct
policy in an imperfect world, in which we are dealing not
only with open democratic societies but also with those
whose foreign affairs more often resemble the ethics of
the jungle than the Sermon on the Mount.

A Harebrained Scheme

Sometimes the allegations are manifestly wrong. In his
recent book on Henry Kissinger, Seymour Hersh writes
that when Dr. Kissinger worked for the U.S. Army Coun-
terintelligence Corps (CIC) after the Second World War,
he was in a section recruiting Nazi intelligence officers
for work in the Soviet bloc. But Dr. Kissinger left the
army for Harvard in 1946, when the Communist take-
over in most of Eastern Europe had not even taken place
and there was no Soviet bloc. Furthermore, as Mr. Hersh
could have learned from another recent book, John Loft-
us’s The Belarus Secret, CIC, far from enlisting Nazi
intelligence officers, was working hard to bring them to
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trial. The recruiting was done by the Office of Policy
Coordination (OPC), at that time part of the State De-
partment.

The Hersh case is obvious—the author clearly does not
like Dr. Kissinger. Sometimes the problem is more com-
plicated, as in the ugly story told by Mr. Loftus, a former
Justice Department investigator, about the recruitment
in 1948 by the State Department of a sizable group of
Nazi sympathizers and collaborators who had been in-
volved in the massacre of Jews and in other atrocities.
Some were brought to the U.S., others were used for all
kinds of “political action” programs in Eastern Europe.
The scheme was harebrained. Frank Wisner, who origi-
nated it, should never have touched Kusiel, Jasiuk, As-
trovskis, and the other chieftains of the East European
underworld, even though in the postwar years there were
a great many Nazis around and both sides competed in

Omnce authenticity has been estab-
lished, be still cannot be certain how
important his discoveries are, how
they fit into the general picture.

enlisting them—a fact that seems to have escaped Mr.
Loftus. So far everything Mr. Loftus reports is perfectly
correct, and his anger is more than justified. Even from a
purely pragmatic point of view the scheme was doomed
because the collaborators were deeply penetrated by So-
viet security agents.

Frank Wisner was certainly an enthusiastic and ener-
getic man. According to Mr. Loftus, he was a veteran
practitioner of the black art of covert operations. In
actual fact, he was a dilettante who at the time knew very
little about either covert operations or Europe. He played
a role of importance in the early history of the CIA but
left after a nervous breakdown in the late 1950s. He had
been active for OSS in the last year of the war in the
Balkans. Operation Belarus was stupid and unforgivable.
One wishes one could end here with a vote of thanks to
Mr. Loftus for having uncovered a scandal that offi-
cialdom tried to hide for more than three decades.

But Mr. Loftus does not stop here. He goes off on
various tangents, generalizing, drawing far-reaching
conclusions, commenting on events and people of which
he is clearly not qualified to comment—Soviet policies in
Eastern Europe, Germany, and Russia; American reac-
tions; the Cold War; the role of intelligence; covert ac-
tion; intelligence oversight; and so on.

One illustration will have to suffice: Gustav Hilger, a
German diplomat, is one of Mr. Loftus’s chief villains.
Another, incidentally, is George Kennan, who (we are
told) served at the U.S. Embassy in Moscow from 1939 to
1941. Mr. Hilger, we learn, was the mastermind behind
the Nazi designs, Hitler’s personal Russian expert, and
he first negotiated the Soviet-German treaty and later
helped to plan the invasion of Russia.
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Had Mr. Loftus done a minimum of homework, he
would have known that Mr. Kennan served in Berlin, not
Moscow, during those years, that Hilger was indeed a
German diplomat (head of the trade mission in Moscow)
and a key figure in the embassy, that he was a “Russland-
deutscher” (Russian German), who was more at home in
Russia than in Germany, loved the country and took
pride in it. He was a living encyclopedia on all things
Russian and also a very naiwve man who thought very
highly of Stalin. He never served as Hitler’s adviser;
Hitler called him “‘the Russian™ and did not trust him.
Far from preparing the invasion in 1941, he advocated
German-Soviet rapprochement throughout his life and
refused to believe up to the last moment that there would
be war between his two beloved countries. He was a
shattered man when the war eventually broke out,

For Mr. Loftus “Hilger” is a mere name—a file con-
taining all kinds of notes and memoranda. But files sel-
dom tell the whole story, and sometimes they can be
misleading. To those familiar with the background they
can tell a great deal, but they contain many pitfalls for
everyone else. The author did stumble on some material
that contained the essence of a genuine scandal. But he
was 11 no position to judge. In some cases he pursued the
clues contained in the files, and when he did so, he usually
got his facts and the context right. But the moment he
ventures beyond the material contained in his file—the
Belarus collaborationists’ mafia—into general pontifica-
tions (“The unlocking of the Belarus secret is not the end
of the conspiracy. It is only the beginning.”) he is out of
his depth, and thus doubts are cast on the truth of his
story in general, which is a pity because the basic points
of the book are true.

Mr. Loftus cooperated with a professional writer to
put his account into literary English. He should have
hired instead a historian who could have provided some
information about Soviet and American policies in East-
ern Europe in the postwar years and the background on
some of the persons who appear in the files he uncovered.
Instead, the story is told out of the historical context, and
the book is a hit-and-miss affair.

Fits of Absentmindedness

What has been said about The Belarus Secret is, in fact,
a frequent phenomenon in the recent literature on war,
intelligence, and sometimes also diplomacy. A writer, as
a result of hard work or a lucky accident, comes across
some interesting, hitherto untapped material. Naturally
he wishes to make use of it, and the first step is to find out
whether it is authentic. Once authenticity has been estab-
lished, he still cannot be certain how important his dis-
coveries are, how they fit into the general picture,
whether his files and interviews give a full and objective
account, or whether they are fragmentary and partisan.
He usually has only a vague idea about the many people,
things, and places that he found in his files. This is what
happened to a German writer not long ago who thought
that he had made an important discovery. He found the
text of a cable of August 1939 from the U.S. Embassy in
Moscow to the State Department, according to which the
American ambassador, relying on an unnamed source in

93



the German embassy in the Soviet capital, knew the
contents of the secret clauses of the Soviet-Nazi pact the
very day it was signed. Since this pact led directly to the
Nazi invasion of Poland and thus to the Second World
War, this seemed a major revelation—Roosevelt obvi-
ously did know that war would break out presently, and
through him presumably also Britain and perhaps even
Poland were informed.

But the text of the cable had been known for decades; it
had in fact been printed in the annual series of U.S.
foreign policy documents. Furthermore, even the identity
of the source had been known for a long time—it was
“Johnny” Herwarth (who after the Second World War
became a German ambassador) who had warned Charles
Bohlen, and both men had told the story in their auto-
biographies. On the other hand, there is no evidence so
far that Roosevelt was told by Cordell Hull, let alone that
Roosevelt informed the British Prime Minister or anyone
else. Sometimes even the most unimpeachable sources
cannot be trusted. The fact that a certain story is men-
tioned in a document that is kept in an archive does not
necessarily make it authentic. A recently declassified con-
gressional hearing offers a good example. On June 27,
1947, Allen Dulles (whose name is given as “Mr. B.”” in
the document) appeared as a witness before the House
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments. The issue at stake was the establishment of a
Central Intelligence Agency, and Dulles reported his
World War Il experience. He was asked by Congressman
Judd: Is it true that Admiral Canaris, the head of the
German Abwehr, was your agent? Dulles replied that this
was going a little too far. Canaris was not an agent, but
he was certainly assisting Dulles mainly through General
Oster, his chief of staff; about 10 percent of the Abwehr
were involved.

This assertion, if true, would make the rewriting of the
history of the Second World War mandatory. Allen Dul-
les was a truthful man, not given to idle boasting. Yet on
this specific occasion his memory was clearly failing him,
even though a mere three years had passed since the
events to which he referred. There is no evidence that
Canaris or Oster was assisting Dulles; Oster, in fact, lost
his intelligence job a few months after Dulles’s arrival in
Europe. Dulles did have an agent in Zurich, Gisevius
{who probably operated as a double agent), and possibly
a second source, but certainly not 400 (this would have
been 10 percent of the Abwehr total); and Canaris was
far too cautious a man to establish contact with Dulles,
even indirectly. Such contact would have resulted in
intelligence of the highest order. But no such intelligence
was forthcoming. Instead, there were complaints from
Washington about the low quality of information re-
ceived from Dulles in Bern, and this changed only after
Kolbe, the German Foreign Ministry source, appeared on
the scene. If so, what induced Dulles to make claims so
remote from reality? Was it a fit of absentmindedness, a
lapse in memory such as happens to most people at one
time or another? Or was he perhaps misquoted, and he
did not bother to read the transcript before it became part
of the public record? We do not know.

There is less, much less, to the Canaris connection than
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meets the eye, and the history of the Second World War
will not have to be rewritten. True, there still are some
loose ends facing the student of wartime intelligence, but
there is only one major riddle, and this concerns the Rote
Drei in Switzerland. There have been many books and
articles about “Lucy,” Rudolph Roessler, the German
emigré who never left Lucerne and yet supplied some
very important information to the Russians. All kinds of
ingenious theories and interpretations have been moot-
ed; none seem convincing or even plausible. I have pro-
vided my own surmises in the London Times Literary
Supplement. The only possible explanation is that
Roessler received his information, or most of it, from
Swiss sources; there was a Swiss connection with the
German army supreme command and also with the Ab-
wehr—the Viking Line. But the Swiss have announced
that it would not be in the national interest to reveal their
German sources, and there, one suspects, affairs will rest,
at least for a long time to come.

Not to come to grief, the prospector in this minefield
has to be familiar with the literature already published.
To give a true and balanced picture, he has to read a great
deal around his subject. Some of the material may be
available only in languages with which he is not familiar.
It is a major effort, and not everyone is willing to under-
take it. But if such precautionary measures are not taken,
books like A Man Called Intrepid and Bodyguard of Lies
result. The critics were harsh, and not without cause;
reasonably good entertainment, they said, but quite un-
reliable. The authors were probably not unduly shaken,
and substantial royalties provided some comfort.

Following Bodyguard of Lies, Mr. Brown wrote an-
other book, On g Field of Red. This history of the world
from 1917 to 1945, with special reference to the Com-
munist International and based apparently on intelli-
gence (or police) files found in the personal archives of
General Donovan, was a disaster. It was a by-product of
Mr. Brown’s biography of the founder and head of OSS.
It contained virtually nothing of interest to anyone rea-
sonably familiar with this period; what was new in this
book was doubtful. It was the kind of stuff that gives
intelligence a bad name, for readers will argue, and not
without reason, that if this is the quality of information
produced by our intelligence agencies, why spend money
on them? The subscription fees to half a dozen good
newspapers and periodicals are much less expensive.

Squeezing the Facts

Wild Bill Donovan—The Last Hero is a different
proposition. There have been of late other books on the
subject, but Richard Dunlop did not have Donovan’s
personal papers at his disposal, and Thomas Troy dealt
only with one specific issue, the transition from OSS to
CIA. The life of this last hero (Eisenhower’s words) has
all the ingredients of a best-seller—outstanding football
player, the most highly decorated U.S. soldier in World
War I, famous lawyer, politician, and a man with friends
in the right places, Roosevelt’s special emissary, and
lastly head of OSS. The book is far more reliable than
Bodyguard of Lies. The manuscript was read (*in its pen-
ultimate form,” we are told) by, among others, J. ]. An-
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gleton, William Casey, Henry Hyde, William Colby,
Franklin Canfield, and David Donovan—an impressive
lineup.

The great merit of the book is that the author sticks
closely to his sources—the Donovan archives—which
contain much detail that is new. The impression that
emerges is that Donovan did his job well, that he spent as
much time and energy fighting his bureaucratic rivals in
Washington as fighting the Germans and the Japanese,
and that although OSS was much more glamorous, UL-
TRA and MAGIC were infinitely more important for the
conduct of the war. OSS had one important agent on the
European mainland—Fritz Kolbe of the German Foreign
Ministry—and this only toward the end of the war, when
the importance of intelligence had declined. All the rest
was chaff or the result of patient research by the back-
room boys in Washington. The quality of background

. a substantial part of intelligence
nonfiction also is not mimetic but
takes very comsiderable liberties with

reality.

intelligence produced was, in fact, impressive, but this
does not figure prominently in the book.

One of the weaknesses of Donovan is careless writing;
another, lack of background knowledge. What is one to
make of an identification like, “William J. Casey, who as
a younger man had been Donovan’s chief of secret intelli-
gence in Europe”? The author surely knows that Mr.
Casey had no such title or assignment. Or a sentence that
begins, “While Donovan was not a great innovator in the
world of secret service—he does not compare with Men-
zies and Gubbins of England or with Trotsky and
Dzerzhinsky of Russia . . .”’? Both Menzies and Gubbins
were anything but innovators in the field of intelligence.
Trotsky had nothing to do with it in the first place, and
Dzerzhinsky was preoccupied with the Bolsheviks’ rivals
at home. Mr. Brown surely did not want to say that his
hero was an utter failure, but what did he want to say?

Above all, he has an unrivalled faculty for conjuring up
irrelevant anecdotes, usually at great length. Mysterious
crooks from the demimonde of international intrigue
suddenly appear—the Djangaroff and the David Zagha
and their ilk, fabulously rich and well connected. Sus-
pense is built up; the reader is prepared for the worst; and
then he faces an anticlimax—the sinister men suddenly
vanish, usually in Latin America, and it is never made
clear why these pointless stories had to be told in the first
place. Whole chapters in this book are devoted to abor-
tive or insignificant operations, and though the author is
more or less at home with American and British affairs—
or was shielded from committing major mistakes by the
readers of his manuscript—he is on much shakier ground
when dealing with foreign affairs, be they German, East
European, or Turkish. There were, as is widely known,
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various conspiracies against Hitler, yet there was never
an all-embracing Canaris Consplracy, as Mr. Brown
claims—the “Black Orchestra.” Yet it figures in this
book from beginning to end. The story that OSS activities
in the Balkans had anything to do with Hitler’s decision
to invade Hungary in 1944 is sheer fantasy, and there are
many more such exaggerations of the importance and the
consequences of OSS activities in southern East Europe
and elsewhere. There is little or nothing about OSS in the
Far East, perhaps reflecting the lack of material in the
archives. Nevertheless, Donovan includes essential mate-
rial and ought to be read.

The starting point of these reflections was that much,
probably most, of the fictional accounts on intelligence
are not mimetic but have only a tenuous relationship
with reality. It was then argued that a substantial part of
intelligence nonfiction also is not mimetic but takes very
considerable liberties with reality. Some of the reasons
are obvious: The fog of uncertainty is frequently difficult
to penetrate; reality is often unexciting; a great deal of
ingenuity and daring may go into operations that pro-
duce little or nothing of real significance; and even if
some important information is eventually collected,
there is no guarantee whatsoever that political use can or
will be made of it. All this is dispiriting. The men and
women of intelligence may not be able to do anything
about it, but the authors can make their choice if reality is
unexciting—hence the embellishment, the selective treat-
ment, the squeezing of facts, and so on.

There are other reasons, and an essay published in the
Winter 1983 issue of Foreign Policy magazine provides
an excellent exhibit. Foreign Policy is a respected quar-
terly of political, economic and strategic affairs; it is
known to have published cartoons in the past, but not, to
the best of my knowledge, poetry, fiction, science fiction,
or drama. The article, written by James A. Nathan, a
professor of political science at the University of Dela-
ware, is entitled “Dateline Australia, America’s Foreign
Watergate?” Its thesis is as startling as it is disturbing.
The CIA had brought down the Australian Labor gov-
ernment in 1975 because it feared that Australia under
Gough Whitlam would somehow get Bolshie or that, at
the very least, the U.S. would lose its electronic monitory
facilities in that continent. This, if true, is a matter of
utmost gravity, a case of open interference in the domes-
tic affairs of an ally, and a democratic country at that.

The Rumor Factory

Mr. Nathan made it quite clear that it was not just a
matter of America taking a dim view of Mr. Whitlam’s
conduct of affairs—Mr. Whitlam, after all, was not an
ardent admirer of Washington. No, it was a matter of
action, of big sums of money changing hands, of drug
traffic, and so on. In short, a political scoop of very major
proportions. The story had only one minor weakness:
There was no evidence. Mr. Nathan disarmingly said
that he was doing no more than developing a “plausible
case” that CIA people may have been doing certain
things, and he later told Time magazine (which devoted a
whole page to the story) that he heard a great many
rumors and allegations while teaching in Australia and
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that his account was simply an agnostic’s report on the
case the believers were making in Australia.

There is no reason to doubt Mr. Nathan’s words.
There must have been rumors and allegations, for there
are always rumors and allegations, especially about the
CIA, and if perchance there should for once be no such
rumors, there is nothing easier than starting them,

What does it prove? It may be easy to make a plausible
case (based on many allegations) that Professor Nathan
has secretly developed a new theory of relativity or that
he has been composing symphonies equal in grandeur
only to Beethoven, unbeknownst even to his closest
friends and family. But it is unlikely that Foreign Policy
would accept such an article, however closely reasoned,
for publication, nor would Time magazine devote a page
to the story. They would, quite properly, wish to verify
the story, and they would not be satisfied until the case
was established beyond any reasonable doubt. And even
then they might decide not to publish the story for, well,
editorial reasons.

The elements of fantasy are very much in appearance
in the literature on intelligence. The methods of intelli-
gence collection have come to resemble science fiction,
and the writing about intelligence shows a similar re-
semblance. But there is one important difference: Science
fiction does not aspire to be anything but science fiction,
whereas not a few of the allegedly documentary books on
intelligence are moving from fact to fiction and back,
changing from one literary genre to another in a way of
which Aristotle would not have approved, and which,
though occasionally entertaining, is bound to cause con-
fusion and distortion.

Walter Laqueur

Credits for photos in order of appearance: George C. Marshall
Foundation; Museum of Modern Art.

Intellectual Meltdown

The Nuclear Barons. By Peter Pringle and James Spigel-
man. (Holt, Rinehart and Winston) $4.95 paperback.

The War against the Atom. By Samuel McCracken.
(Basic Books) $18.50.

In light of the mounting body of evidence against their
claims, the continued fervor of the antinuclear movement
brings to mind a little vignette about James Thurber’s
grandmother that he included in one of his short stories.
The dear woman apparently had never reconciled herself
to the invention of electricity, which she contended was
“dripping invisibly all over the house” from empty sock-
ets. Nothing could dissuade her from this position, and
Thurber reports his grandmother occupying much of her
time screwing light bulbs into these sockets, in hopes of
plugging up the dangerous leaks. It is a marvelously
drawn sketch, revealing the peculiar habit mankind has
of preferring old vices to new virtues.
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The sketch is not without its element of truth, either:
Though often forgotten today, the advent of electricity,
like the railroads before it, was accompanied by consid-
erable fear and opposition; as the physicist William G.
Pollard notes, “it was a new way of dying.” Never mind
that overall it was much safer and more efficient than the
status quo. Quite simply, men fear most what they don’t
understand, and it takes them some time to put new
dangers in perspective. Today, for example, few people
worry about all the dangers and hazards involved in the
mining and processing of coal—lung cancer, pollution,
mining accidents, etc.—though it is far more of a health
hazard than nuclear energy. While we have accepted coal
with all its problems and dangers, nuclear power seems
frightening, an image of the silent brooding reactors at
Three Mile Island, associated with ominous-sounding
words like “meltdown,” “radiation,” “plutonium,”

[1t] is the story of perfidious “nuclear
zealots” engaged in an attempt to foist
unsafe nuclear energy . . . on an inno-
cent and unsuspecting world.

“hydrogen bubble,” “thermonuclear explosion,” and so
on. Who is to say that our grandchildren won’t find our
fears quaint and superstitious?

Indeed, we shall be lucky if they are able to think so,
because there is an even greater chance—in this country,
at least—that the protests over nuclear energy will result
in our foregoing of this vital source, a protest that has
gained momentum after the 1979 accident at Three Mile
Island. Two fairly recent books on the issue, differing in
both substance and tone, are almost perfect examples of
the way this debate has been shaping up. The first is Peter
Pringle and James Spigelman’s The Nuclear Barons, a
popular history of the age that begins with the origins of
the Manhattan Project and concludes with a dour analy-
sis of Three Mile Island. Though the authors—one a
journalist and the other a lawyer—make a minor stab at
explaining some of the fundamentals of nuclear power,
and though at various points they try to distance them-
selves from the more radical {and sometimes violent)
wings of the antinuclear movement, they nonetheless
display a marked preference for the ad hominem. On the
second page of their prologue, for instance, we learn
what to expect as we are informed that “atomic bombs
were built to demonstrate national manhood.” The re-
sulting work that follows is the story of perfidious
“nuclear zealots” engaged in an attempt to foist unsafe
nuclear energy (and by implication, nuclear weaponry)
on an innocent and unsuspecting world.

Bridging the Gap

Samuel McCracken’s The War against the Atom, by
contrast, is fairly typical of the other side: calm, rational,
and deliberate, tediously analyzing claims and coun-
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terclaims. Though not himself a scientist, Mr. Mc-
Cracken notes that with very few exceptions—and there
are one or two like Drs. John Gofman and Ernest
Sternglass—the debate over nuclear energy lines up be-
tween the nuclear and radiation specialists who favor it,
and the laymen and scientists from other specialties who
oppose it. This dichotomy helps explain why nuclear
apologetics tend to be dry, heavy academic tomes that
make little impact on the population at large, while the
antinuclear productions (including novels and films like
The China Syndrome) are highly popular and commer-
cially successful. Mr. McCracken’s book is an attempt to
bridge this gap, and his style is perhaps best indicated by
his opening chapter, entitled “Some Technical Back-
ground,” where he explains the basics of nuclear energy.
“From here on in,” he wryly notes at the chapter’s end,
“all is in dispute.”

If . . . nuclear power is the most dan-
gerous thing ever to hit the earth, then
surely by now there already would
have been some great disaster . . .

These early explanations are essential to clearing away
much of the mystery, and corresponding suspicion,
clouding nuclear power. Oversimplified, nuclear power
is the result of the splitting of the atom (fission), causing a
chain reaction of other splits that generates a massive
release of energy. As Mr. McCracken explains,

A nuclear power plant of the type now being built
or scheduled to ge built in this country uses the
chain reaction as a source of heat to make steam to
operate turbines that spin generators. That is, ex-
cept for the reactor itself, a nuclear power plant is
much like a coal- or oil-fired one.

In other words, the essential difference is in the original
source of energy. Looked at narrowly, there is a tendency
to view fossil fuels—coal, gas, oil, etc.—as natural and
nuclear energy as alien or artificial. Actually, nuclear
energy is the dominant energy of our universe, the basis
of the sun, the stars, most of our solar system. What
scientists have done is not create a new source of energy;
rather, they have discovered the secret of producing an
ancient source directly, man imitating nature. Like all
knowledge, there are dangers as well as benefits to be
derived. Like all knowledge, too, once discovered it is, for
better or worse, impossible to bury.

Had the authors of The Nuclear Barons ever consid-
ered the atom in this light, the result assuredly would
have been a most edifying and interesting book. Cer-
tainly such a popular history would be most welcome;
certainly too it was well within their capabilities. In their
more realistic moments, Messrs. Pringle and Spigelman
recognize that knowledge cannot be reversed, that all the
world’s nations will never agree to forget about nuclear
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energy, but this does not lead them to stress the peaceful
applications. To the contrary, from beginning to end the
authors stick doggedly to their thesis that nuclear power
plants lead directly to nuclear bombs, though in fact no
bomb to date has been invented this way, and for good
reason: There are cheaper and more efficient ways of do-
ing it.

From their belief that the atom is inherently evil, itis a
short step to the corollary that the whole pronuclear side
is dominated by a profit-hungry cabal of fanatics. This
unfortunate and immature attitude permeates every
nook and cranny of their work: Colonel Leslie Grove,
director of the Manhattan Project, is introduced as
“pompous’ and “portly”’; they note that Karl Win-
nacker, leading nuclear proponent in Germany, was born
in “the heartland of the most provincial, puritanical, and
bigoted element of German Protestantism”; the Indian
leader Homi Bhabha’s quest to bring nuclear power to
his country is attributed to “personal egoism”; Edward
Teller, we learn, was possessed of ““a deep phobia about
communism”’; and on and on, almost without exception.
In sharp contrast, someone like Friends of the Earth
member Amory Lovins is “energetic and earnest.” Thus
antinuclear activists, whose expertise is usually outside
the nuclear field, act always in the public interest; pro-
nuclear scientists never do. Reading The Nuclear Barons
is akin to a trip to a grade-B cowboy movie of the fifties,
so clearly are the black-hatted villains distinguished from
the white-hatted good guys.

In the end, it is difficult to know what to gather from
this book: Are the authors saying that nuclear energy is in
the hands of evil powermongers who will stop at noth-
ing? Are they saying that nuclear energy is so dangerous
and unpredictable that it will cause a great holocaust?
Or, are they merely saying that nuclear energy has its
drawbacks?

If the authors are making the first point, then it ap-
pears that there is little we can do about it; we may be
able to control to some degree nuclear power and weap-
ons in the United States, but we cannot control the rest of
the world. If, however, their point is that nuclear power is
the most dangerous thing ever to hit the earth, then surely
by now there already would have been some great disas-
ter involving a fantastic loss of lives. But if by chance they
are merely suggesting that nuclear power is dangerous—
just as fires, cars, planes, and dams are~—then they are not
telling us anything we don’t already know.

TMI vs. Color TV

What is missing from this book, and from many anti-
nuclear arguments, is a touchstone, a standard, a way of
making reasoned decisions. When we say that nuclear
power is dangerous, it is necessary to ask the following
question: compared to what? In debating energy policy
in the United States, nuclear critics are wont to compare
the hazards of “going nuclear” with the unsupported and
cheery promises of a bright solar future. Dangerous or
not, such problems as radiation, waste disposal, storage,
and so on can be dealt with only insofar as they are
measured against existing—not blackboard—alterna-
tives. This is exactly the sort of realistic, critical compari-
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son that is absent from the pages of The Nuclear Barons.

The War against the Atom, on the other hand, is filled
with such comparisons. While Mr. McCracken recog-
nizes that it is true that “there is no known safe level of
radiation,” we learn that the human body is itself radio-
active, that we are constantly exposed to radiation by
where we live (Denverites receive from background radi-
ation 5,000 nuclear plants’ worth of radiation more than
their fellow citizens in Palm Springs), that a person living
by a nuclear power plant receives less radiation from the
plant than he does from his color TV. We also learn that
the elements with a long half-life are dangerous only
when they start to disintegrate and break up—not in
between. Chapter by chapter, Mr. McCracken puts the
charges against nuclear energy in the perspective of a
society that already takes significantly worse risks for
granted, elucidating his concepts with analogies and in
terms the layman can understand.

One of the best sections deals with Three Mile Island.
If there is one point that Messrs. Pringle and Spigelman
grasped clearly, it is their observation that “information
is not assurance for the public.” All during the accident—
caused by a faulty water pump and some stuck valves in
the cooling system—the national media featured sensa-
tional stories about the possibility of a meltdown, a
hydrogen explosion, radiation deaths, etc.—usually ac-
companied by a photo or film clip of the large, myste-
rious reactors. The most serious danger was said to be the
meltdown, an irreversible melting of the reactor fuel that
would occur if the reactor core became too hot. Talk of a
“partial meltdown,” notes Mr. McCracken, is nonsense:
by its nature it is either full or nonexistent.

Prior to the accident, there was a general consensus
among scientists that a meltdown would inevitably ensue
“if the core of a recently shut-down reactor were to be
uncovered for more than a few minutes.” But at Three
Mile Island, the core was uncovered for several hours,
and still no meltdown. Apparently, the scientists and
engineers had underestimated the cooling effects of
steam, for the core temperature never even came close to
the meltdown point of 5,000 degrees (at its highest, it
reached about 3,000 degrees). As for the radiation leaks
that set off so many headlines, in the worst (hypothetical)
case the dose would have amounted to the equivalent of
two chest x-rays, the difference, incidently, between the
background exposure of New Orleans and Denver.
“That needs to be appreciated,” writes Mr. McCracken.
“A resident of New Orleans offered a choice between a
year in Denver or five days on the banks of the Sus-
quehanna, staring at Three Mile Island, would be well
advised to spend his time in Pennsylvania.”

Fear-Mongering

As for the hydrogen bubble, the author points out that
there was never enough oxygen inside for an explosion.
What Three Mile Island really proved was that this par-
ticular design of light-water reactor (the most common
kind of reactor in the United States) was safer than was
previously thought. Indeed, the Kemeny Commission,
assigned by President Carter to investigate the accident,
concluded that even had there been a meltdown, the

98

containment structure, designed to withstand the crash
of a jet plane, would have prevented radiation from
escaping; that is, a meltdown would have been con-
tained. The only bad health effect the commission could
find in the residents of the area was “severe mental
stress.” This is the bitter irony of Three Mile Island:
Though itin fact proved the reactor safer than before, the
public’s perception was just the opposite. They thought,
or they now think, nuclear power more dangerous than
before.

A great deal of the blame, or credit, for this public
perception ought properly to go to leaders of the anti-
nuclear movement, who have compiled an amazing his-
tory of distortion, half-truths, and outright fear-monger-
ing. Leaders like Ralph Nader, Helen Caldicott, John
Gofman, Barry Commoner, Ernest Sternglass can easily
make headlines with wild charges (Dr. Caldicott is fond

“How many miners are you willing to
have die by opting for coal? No sub-
tleties or evasions about solar power,
please, just the number.”

of speeches describing babies undergoing grisly deaths
due to radiation emitted from nuclear power plants) and
dubious figures, for it is far easier to frighten people than
to reassure them. Even though there is no dearth of
statistics and professional studies demonstrating just
how safe and important nuclear energy is, by and large
these have the same impact as the small boxes news-
papers devote to the corrections, long after the damage of
the headline is done. One has only to consider the mileage
the Union of Concerned Scientists—a direct-mail opera-
tion whose directors are not even scientists and whose
ranks anyone willing to part with a $15 fee may join—
gets out of their name; no number of corrections or
explanations can counter their initial input.

What nuclear advocates must do is what Mr. Mc-
Cracken begins to do in the second half of his book: take
the lead, attack. For now, there is no better issue than
coal. Even nuclear opponents concede that at the mo-
ment our only option is coal—ironically, one of the first
targets of the environmentalist movement. In a direct
comparison with nuclear energy, coal loses on almost
every count: It produces far more waste, generally
dumped into the atmosphere; it leaves huge scars upon
the land; it kills many more people; and—surprise—“it is
one of life’s litte ironies that the typical coal-fired plant
has a level of radioactive emission greater than that
allowed for a nuclear plant.” Various professional health
organizations like the American Medical Association,
the California Medical Association, and the Health Phys-
ics Society have endorsed nuclear power for reducing the
health hazards of energy.

But the most effective front on which to argue is
deaths. The most damning fact about coal is that for
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equal units of electricity produced, the ratio of deaths
caused by coal-fired as opposed to nuclear plants is, Mr.
McCracken estimates, between 60 and 225 to 1. It is an
amazing figure, meaning that each time we put off a
nuclear power plant for a coal plant, we are in fact
sentencing several men to death. Years ago, Ralph Nader
was given to ask: “How many nuclear plants are you
willing to have explode? No subtleties, please, just the
number.” Today, it would be more accurate to turn that
question around, and address it to Mr. Nader himself:
“How many miners are you willing to have die by opting
for coal? No subtleties or evasions about solar power,
please, just the number.”

Though reason usually outs in the end, in the short
term, when crucial decisions affecting the future must be
made, it is too often absent. Given the body of evidence
we are faced with, it seems fair to say with the scientists,
that fears of nuclear energy are, by and large, irrational.
They are irrational not because there is #no danger, but
because given our other risks and its inherent proba-
bilities, its relative risks are small while its relative merits
are great. We do not, for instance, spend our time worry-
ing about jets crashing into ballparks, though thistoo is a
possible danger. Our suspicions about nuclear energy, in
fact, are not far removed from Mrs. Thurber’s reserva-
tions about electricity. We have drawn up regulations,
taken many precautions, all to ensure that nuclear energy
is as safe as the experts claim it is. “It is a standard of
safety so demanding,” notes Mr. McCracken, “that only

a nuclear reactor can hope to meet it.”
William McGurn

Southern Reproaches

A Band of Prophets: The Vanderbilt Agrarians after Fifty
Years. Edited by William C. Havard and Walter Sullivan.
(Louisiana State University Press, 1982.) $12.95.

I'll Take My Stand: The South and the Agrarian Tradi-
tion. By Twelve Southerners. New introduction by Louis
D. Rubin, Jr.; biographical essays by Virginia Rock.
(Louisiana State University Press, 1982.) $6.95.

Christian humanism, stern criticism of the indus-
trialized mass society, detestation of communism and
other forms of collectivism, and attachment to the ways
of the Old South were the principles uniting the twelve
“Southern Agrarians” who published I'll Take My Stand
five decades ago. Their twelve essays were approved by
T. S. Eliot and some other reflective people when they

were published; yet for the most part, the Agrarians met.

with hostility and ridicule. Today many may read their
book with greater understanding and sympathy.
Professors Havard and Sullivan at Vanderbilt Univer-
sity (the center for the Twelve Southerners) have put
together a collection of six critical essays (plus interesting
discussions and notes) by writers friendly toward the
Agrarians. Also there has been published a new edition of
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I'll Take My Stand (which has gone through various
editions and printings, though often out of print during
the past five decades), with a new introduction by Louis
Rubin.

The Twelve Southerners possessed poetic vision. As
Dr. Rubin summarizes their principles, their book

is a rebuke to materialism, a corrective to the wor-
ship of Progress, and a reaffirmation of man’s aes-
thetic and spiritual needs. And because the South
has come so late into the industrial world, it appeals
to the lingering memory within the Southerner’s
mind of the tranquil and leisurely Southern life that
existed before the machines and superhighways
came. As such the book constitutes both a reminder
and a challenge. What are you losing that you once
possessed? it says to the modern Southerner. Are
you quite sure that you want to discard it entirely?

All but three of the original Agrarians have died:
Robert Penn Warren, Andrew Nelson Lytle, and Lyle
Lanier. The others were Allen Tate, Herman C. Nixon,
John Crowe Ransom, Donald Davidson, John Donald
Wade, John Gould Fletcher, Stark Young, Henry Blue
Kline, and Frank Owsley. The most resolute of them all
was Donald Davidson, professor of English at Vanderbilt
and author of many good books, a masterful essayist and
one of the better American poets. (I rank him with Eliot
and Frost.) In my file I find a score of letters to me from
Professor Davidson. He begins the earliest of them (Au-
gust 31, 1954) as follows:

Living in Nashville and teaching at Vanderbilt Uni-
versity is very hard on a Southern Agrarian, I can
assure you. It is, in fact, nothing but warfare, and
we couldn’t survive very long without some place
to lick our wounds for a while.

(He wrote this from Ripton, Vermont, to which place he
and his wife retreated every summer, taking pains to
avoid New York City en route.)

The Twelve Prophets, as Davidson’s letter suggests,
were without honor at Vanderbilt for some years. As
George Core mentions in his essay “Agrarianism, Crit-
icism, and the Academy” (in A Band of Prophets), Van-
derbilt’s administration disparaged the Agrarians and, in
effect, would not accept Davidson’s and Allen Tate’s
papers as a gift. The climate of opinion there seems to
have altered recently: A Band of Prophets results from a
formal Vanderbilt conference held in honor of the Agrar-
ians.

Seven cities now contend for Homer dead,
Through which the living Homer begged his bread.

For that matter, the literate South generally neglected
these Agrarians, the most illustrious of southern sons, in
their own time. Only when New York paid attention to
Tate, Warren, Ransom, Young, and others did the South
perk up its ears.

Despite the attention the Agrarian writers obtained
nationally, it was often not easy for them to get their
writings published—or, if published, to keep them in
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print. In 1938 Donald Davidson published The Atzack
on Leviathan in stern opposition to political and cultural
centralization. (Mr. Core calls it Davidson’s best book.) I
read it when I was an undergraduate that year at Michi-
gan State, and mightily impressed, I took it that David-
son’s readers must be numbered in the hundreds of thou-
sands. Years later Davidson wondered that I ever had
come upon his Leviathan, and in a letter dated June 10,
19535, he explained to me why few copies of his book still
existed:

I now own the copyright; it was assigned to me by
the University of North Carolina Press, just a few
years ago, after Lambert Davis came in as editor of
the Press—and after I had had a terrific row with
him. I was assured by my lawyer that I had grounds
for a suit against the Press, but I did not have the
money to carry the suit through. When Bill Couch
[editor of that Press in 1938] printed the book, he
left some hundreds of copies in sheets, to be bound
up as demand might occur. During the interim,
after Couch left and before Davis came in, a man
named Wilson filled in as editor. He undertook to
“clear the stock room,” and since the Leviathan
had not been selling in quantity, he “pulped” the
stock of my book that was in sheets, and so, in
effect, put the book out of print, since only a few
bound copies remained. But he did not notify me
before taking this action and give me the opportu-
nity to buy the stock, as the contract required the
publisher to do. Furthermore, I discovered that the
Press was withholding from me fees for reprint
Eermission—quite an accumulation of them, it

appened—and I had to come down hard on them
to get the money that was due me. It was obvious to
me that the book was being in effect “suppressed,”
and though Lambert Davis, Wilson’s successor,
protested that was not so, I knew very well that if
the book had been “liberal” or “radical,” rather
than “conservative,” it would have been kept in
print, or would have been reprinted, for it was
continually being cited and was in some demand.
Davis, by the way, in an interview he had with me in
Nashville, had the gall to explain to me that he was
a “Christian Socialist.”

Too true. Despite the genuine conservatism of most of
the Agrarians (Tate having the intrepidity to publish his
Reactionary Essays), and such tactics employed against
them as the pulping that Davidson describes, their high
talents as men of letters in the long run gave them ascen-
dancy over the realm of humane letters, even in Manhat-
tan—a domination that endured until recent years, when
it was overthrown by the squalid oligarchs of the New
York Review of Books. John Crowe Ransom later lapsed
into a rather dull liberalism, but as a group, the Agrarians
illustrated wondrously well the remark made by Lionel
Trilling in 1950 that the twentieth-century writers pos-
sessed of imagination distinctly were not liberal.

Brutal Buffeting

The Twelve Southerners knew that the South would
change. As Stark Young put it in the final paragraph of
I'll Take My Stand,
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That a change is now in course all over the South is
plain; and it is as plain that the South changing
must be the South still, remembering that for no
thing can there be any completeness that is outside
its own nature, and no thing for which there is an
advance save in its own kind. If this were not so, all
nature by now would have dissolved in chaos and
folly, nothing in it . . .

Yet the South’s pace of change has been more rapid
and overwhelming than even the gloomiest of the twelve
expected. Old Nashville has been thoroughly demolished
and uglified, Strickland’s capitol on its hill besieged by
the haughty office towers of state and federal bureaucra-
cy. Davidson lamented to me when I spoke at Vanderbilt
in 1955 that the campus had been converted into metered
parking lots. Architectural continuity has been broken in

.. . Agrarians tllustrated wondrously
well the remark . . . that the twentieth-
century writers possessed of imagina-
tion distinctly were not Liberal.

the southern states; never again, presumably, will there
be southern architectural styles. Much else has gone by
the board.

With the dwindling of a distinctive Dixieland has come
relative economic prosperity. Even so oldfangled a place
as Farmville, in Southside Virginia, one of the two most
distinctively southern regions of the South (the other
being middle Tennessee), is bustling and almost affluent
compared with what it was only two decades ago. The
agricultural pattern of existence, which the Agrarians
praised, still endures here and there south of Mason’s and
Dixon’s line, but it has been brutally buffeted during the
past fifty years.

Andrew Lytle, a hard hater of a consolidated indus-
trialized and urbanized society, is eighty years old now—
and still in arms against the New South. His contribution
to I’ll Take My Stand, “The Hind Tit,” remains a realistic
and persuasive sketch of the healthiness of southern life
before the “good roads” commenced the destruction of
the old rural pattern. Since he wrote, the welfare state has
done its best to wipe out, as impoverished and culturally
deprived, such survivals of southern vitality.

To wipe out southerners of the type of Lytle and
Davidson may be more difficult. Modernity is doing its
best to accomplish such liquidation by sweeping away—
in the South and elsewhere—the sort of schooling that
such men as Lytle and Davidson profited by.

Tide what may betide, the Southern Agrarians will
loom large in histories of American thought and letters.
With liberalism in America now nearly mindless, some of
the rising generation may find in I’ll Take My Stand an
understanding of personal and social order far removed
from desiccated liberal attitudes.

Russell Kirk
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Mothers, Fathers, and
Other Subversives

The Subversive Family: An Alternative History of Love
and Marriage. By Ferdinand Mount. (Jonathan Cape,
London, 1982) £9.50.

The assault on the family is over. But there remains a
vacuum for a new and more realistic understanding of
this most fundamental of all social institutions, its histo-
ry, its role, and its future. The publication of The Subver-
sive Family: An Alternative History of Love and Mar-
riage by a British social historian, Ferdinand Mount, is
thus particularly opportune and deserves special atten-
tion. With this boldly conceived and brilliantly argued
volume we have for the first time a powerful version of
the family that counters those theories and perceptions
that have dominated the public arena for all too long.

The literature on the family, contends Mr. Mount, is
“marked by manipulation, dishonesty and sophistry.”
The history of the family has to be rewritten “from the
inside looking outwards,” that is, in terms of what ordi-
nary people like to do, not in terms of what they were
expected and compelled to do by those who happened to
be in a position of control. The formidable bibliography
on the subject that has accumulated through the cen-
turies has been informed by assumptions fundamentally
hostile to the family, says Mr. Mount. The contemporary
media—the newspapers, magazines, and television, all
the different organs of this immense apparatus of persua-
sion—continue that tradition, flaunting and at times
even celebrating a pervasively negative image of family
life. In spite of the most recent, albeit reluctant, recogni-
tion of the family’s staying power, much of what the
established contemporary texts tell us about ourselves
and our history is little more than a rehash of defunct
theories and gross misperceptions.

Mired in Muddle

The author takes issue with this whole body of litera-
ture. He does not hesitate to question entire traditions of
interpretation—those of the Christian churches, of
Marxists, and of their alliess—nor does he shrink from
taking to task such revered figures as Philippe Ariés and
C. S. Lewis. In exploring the reasons why so many of
them have misread and muddled the historical evidence,
Mount proves himself to be a historian of considerable
erudition. In the tradition of the British historian Peter
Laslett, he turns to original data, using such sources as
parish records, diaries, memoirs, and chronicles. He con-
sults not only well-known writers like Plutarch, Erasmus,
Chaucer, and Locke but also less familiar ones, such as
the twelfth-century Abbess Hildegard and the Renais-
sance writer Sebastian Brant. By looking at the family
from the inside, in uncovering the meanings family
customs and practices held for the individuals them
selves, Mr. Mount arrives at a multitude of insights,
startling at first, frequently convincing, always intrigu-
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ing. In a grand sweep, he attempts to bring to light the
varying presuppositions underlying the writings of histo-
rians, theologians, philosophers, sociologists, and in
short, all those whose theories have become part and
parcel of the standard public perception of the family. In
exposing them as myths, he develops a powerful alterna-
tive history of love and marriage extending from antig-
uity to the more grotesque events of recent times.

Because of the surprising novelty of his message, it may
be useful to illustrate how his particular approach leads
to interpretations that challenge the accepted wisdom. A
few examples will have to suffice.

The Troubadour Trap

It has been accepted for some time that marriage for
love as an act of free choice between the betrothed is a
peculiarly modern phenomenon and that the “sentimen-
tal revolution” of the cighteenth century only slowly
gained strength and validity. Conservatives and radicals
alike are guided by the conventional historian’s picture of
the terrifying strictures imposed upon individuals, partic-
ularly women, by marriages arranged for purposes of
procreation and the transmission of property. But Mr.
Mount demonstrates that in the Middle Ages love had a
central role in marriage, hence the preponderance of
common law marriage. Using parish and church court
records from sixteenth- and seventeenth-century En-
gland, medieval correspondence, a fresh look at The
Canterbury Tales, diaries from the seventeenth century,
and instructive tales from the fourteenth, he arrives at the
conclusion that love and marriage were intertwined and
that “marriage was a central experience in the life of
every human being and the end of marriage . .. was
likely to prove a desolating event.”

Likewise, the notion that romantic love is a modern
phenomenon invented by the troubadours—a theory
equally celebrated by such diverse writers as Stendahl,
Friedrich Engels, and C. S. Lewis—is declared a myth,
Citing a wide range of examples from ancient Egypt, the
anonymous graffiti on the walls of Pompeii, medieval
Byzantium, and Caucasia to Icelandic poetry of the tenth
century, Mr. Mount concludes that romantic love cer-
tainly predates the troubadours by centuries. At fault in
the conceptualization and the persistence of the trou-
badour myth, he argues, is historians’ inability to dis-
tinguish between social history and literary history.

As a last example of Mr. Mount’s approach, let me
mention briefly his treatment of Philippe Ariés’s influen-
tial Centuries of Childhood—a book that has been par-
ticularly dear to my heart. Philippe Ariés studied images
as conveyed in paintings, sculptures, dress, games, and
education to discover how people thought and felt about
marriage and children and came to his pathbreaking
theory, one that subsequently influenced a whole genera-
tion of scholars, that both the concept of the family and
the idea of childhood were modern inventions. Unknown
in the Middle Ages, Ariés maintained, both originated in
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries and reached their
full expression in the seventeenth. Again, taking a wide
range of materials, many used by Ariés himself, Mr.
Mount challenges the assumption that childhood and the
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nuclear family are recent inventions. He argues that Ariés
confused the history of childhood with the history of art.
Whether one is convinced by this counterinterpretation
or not, the fact remains that any serious scholar will have
to come to terms with the challenge to current theories
about the modern family.

A Sermon for Bachelors

The family, Mr. Mount asserts, is a subversive institu-
tion. It is an autonomous, natural, and moral entity, an
institution in its own rights. It elicits from individuals an
emotional intensity, a degree of commitment and loyalty,
and an inescapable duty that brings it into direct collision
with other institutions, such as the Church, the state, and
by extension, any fraternal institution that competes for
the individual’s allegiance. Throughout history the fami-
ly has been in a constant tug-of-war with external institu-
tions. These natural enemies of the family never cease
trying to bring it under their control.

Contrary to the popular wisdom of radicals, feminists,
liberationists, and moderates, the relationship between
the Christian church and the family has been marked by a
high degree of ambiguity. At the very heart of the Chris-
tian vision of life is a tendency to elevate Christian asceti-
cism and the ideal of celibacy over marriage, dedication
to spouses, parents, and children. The Sermon on the
Mount, says the author, “is a wonderful, intoxicating
sermon. But it is a sermon for bachelors.” And although
there have been répeated attempts—by, for example,
Thomas Aquinas—to integrate the family within the
church, this fundamental ambivalence toward the family
persists into our time. The church itself these days is
challenged from within by radicals, feminists, and homo-
sexuals, who rail against the intermeshing of church and
family. But Mr. Mount reviews declarations of various
denominations—Church of England, Roman Catholic,
Methodist, Baptist—and says, “if we compare the toler-
ance and compassion extended here to homosexuals and
adulterers and the intolerance towards those who put
their families first, it becomes clear that the underlying
attitude of the Church is the same as ever.”

The relationship between the family and the state is
marked by similar ambiguities. History is replete with
examples of the state’s attempt to bring the family and its
practices under its control. Marxists, Bolsheviks, Fas-
cists, moderates, and conservatives alike clamor for
stricter state control over the family. Contrary to social
theories, such as that expounded by the Swedish Nobel
Prize recipient Alva Myrdahl, that the history of the
twentieth century is the history of increased state control
over the family, Mr. Mount finds that “the history of
liberal regimes in the West since the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury has been a story of gradual but accelerating relaxa-
tion of control”—a process that to his mind is all to the
good of the family. But the belief that it is the state’s
business to control marriage and divorce dies hard. Wit-
ness demands, voiced recently with considerable per-
sistence in Western societies, that it is the state’s obliga-
tion to shore up a family “in crisis.”

Only gradually is the family qua family beginning to
impose its own terms, he argues, and is thus finally in a
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position to shed its subservient role. As the age of the
“ordinary family” (a term Mr. Mount uses interchange-
ably with “working class”) is about to dawn, as people
begin to have confidence in their experience and take
hold of their own lives, and not to be afraid of deducing
moral values from their instincts and common sense, they
can escape from the “underground rebellion” they have
been forced into throughout history. At this point ordi-
nary people will be able to oppose the immense networks
of control erected around them, allegedly on their behalf.

How this dynamic process is to take effect and whether
there is tangible evidence that such a process is at work,
however, Mr. Mount fails to specify. In speaking of the
“family’s permanent revolution against the state and of
the working-class family as the only true revolutionary
class,” he has no compunctions about stealing some of
Marx’s thunder for his own conservative vision. The

. . . the belief that it is the state’s busi-
ness to control marriage and divorce
dies hard. Witness demands . . . to
shore up a family “in crisis.”

kind of fierce loyalty the ordinary man holds toward his
family, his down-to-earth private attitudes, his way of
deliberately and consciously choosing in order to protect
and provide a better life for his family—these are su-
preme to the author. In a libertarian-conservative vein,
he maintains that community spirit is a natural by-prod-
uct of familial arrangements that “fit in with the wishes
and serve the private ends of the individuals concerned.”
In a brilliant discourse against the manic preoccupation
with new communal forms based on sentiments of frater-
nity (brotherhood, sisterhood, etc.) Mr. Mount presents
a provocative and, to my knowledge, original argument.
The elevation of fraternity over the family is nothing
new: “Fraternity permeates both the Christian and the
Marxist hope, lends warmth to liberalism and dogma to
the anarchist,” In reasoning that “brotherhood has been
selected as the image of perfection not because it repre-
sents the family atits best but because it is the family at its
least familial,” he is able to penetrate to the core of the
passionate antagonism that has characterized the most
recent assault on the family. For what is at stake today is
the weakening of the social bond, in Mr. Mount’s own
terms “the dilution of fraternity.”

Watered Wine

If this image of fraternity becomes and remains a bind-
ing normative image, a new social paradigm will be
enthroned, one in which innate tendencies toward imper-
manence, superficiality, indifference, and irresponsibility
are contained i nuce: “. . . to promise more fraternity in
general is to promise a weaker link between each particu-
lar pair of brothers. It is a promise to dilute the wine
rather than turn the water into wine.”
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The author’s assertion that the family has been and
always will be central to individuals is one that contem-
porary researchers have come to accept, albeit with some
reservations. lt is therefore important to know what this
paramount family looks like and what its distinctive
features are. And here again, as Mr. Mount demon-
strates, myths abound.

Through the eyes of scholars we have learned to per-
ceive the nuclear family as a historical freak. Although
the more extreme formulations of the historical theory of
the family, most prominently exemplified by Friedrich
Engels, are not shared by most scholars, the fusion of
Engels’s questionable anthropology with Marx’s equally
questionable economics has caught the fancy of many
modern feminists along with that of more “progressive”
social theorists. The nuclear family in this perspective is
the product as well as the basis of the capitalist-bourgeois

[He] challenges other fashionable the-
ories like maternal indifference and a
distinctive feminine psychology that
results from particular social forces.

order of social life, and their rise and fall inextricably
intertwined. Family and system mirror each other im-
plicitly as well as explicitly: Both are held to be funda-
mentally evil and destructive of individuals, cause as well
as symptom of each other’s failings. To transcend the
one, the other must be transcended as well. Even many
non-Marxist formulations widely hold the nuclear fami-
ly to be the product of the political economy of the
bourgeois-capitalist order. As the latter slips into chaos,
the former will weaken and decay, or so the argument
goes. Indeed, it is precisely assumptions along these lines
that continue to inform contemporary policymakers in
their efforts to supplement and provide alternatives to
the nuclear family in crisis.

In The Subversive Family Ferdinand Mount manages
to render a fatal blow to the central myth of the sin-
gularity of the nuclear family. He also casts doubt on
some of the subsidiary myths surrounding it. The nuclear
family, he says, is not a historical freak but the common
practice (when permitted) and the norm in Western histo-
ry from antiquity to the present. The extended family
(several generations of various degrees of kin-relation-
ship living under one roof) has never been a dominant
pattern in the West. The author challenges other fashion-
able theories, like maternal indifference and a distinctive
feminine psychology that results from particular social
forces. Countering the fashionable ideas about divorce
and its effects, he declares that the rising divorce rate
serves to strengthen rather than weaken the institution of
family.

Undoubtedly, the materials selected by Mr. Mount,
the plausibility and the viability of his inferences, and
above all, the new public vision of the normative role of
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the ordinary family will evoke a good deal of controver-
sy. I, for one, certainly have a good number of problems
with this admittedly fascinating treatise. My problems, in
the main, relate not so much to his individual exposi-
tions—although some are rather selective and fragmen-
tary indeed  as to the basic theoretical position underly-
ing all of his arguments.

The Bourgeois Family

His basic position, that little has changed in the human
condition, seriously underestimates the distinctiveness of
our modern age. Not only does he underestimate the
effect of the peculiar features of industrial technocracy,
the role of the modern economy, the media, and the like,
but his conception of the modern state and its immense
powers is distinctly misleading. The relationship between
the state and the family in contemporary society is by no
means as simple as Mr. Mount makes it out to be. He
ignores the impact of such diverse forces as the surge of
new political pressure groups, the particularly novel role
of the expansionary professional empires (legal, medical,
therapeutic, educational), which along with other mac-
rostructures impinge on the modern family and vie with
the state—and through the state—for greater control
over the family. It is misleading to argue that this is the
age-old tug-of-war between state and family. Ignored,
too, are powerful influences on the family flowing from
the emergence of such peculiarly modern phenomena as
the new individualism and the search for communal ties,
to mention just two.

Above all, Mr. Mount fails to see the peculiar role of
the bourgeois family, which is a distinctively modern
expression of the nuclear family he rightly argues to have
been common throughout Western history. In his impres-
sive marshalling of diverse historical materials, very little
is said about the nineteenth and twentieth centuries—
precisely that period that witnessed the rise of the bour-
geois family and the victory of its ideal. Yet the recent
assault on the family has been precisely directed against
this type of family. In failing to perceive the normative
role of the nuclear family in its bourgeois form and the
unique balancing act it performed between individual
autonomy and community responsibility, and the pecu-
liar role of religion and capitalism in all of this, Mr.
Mount fails to perceive that ordinary families, the heroes
of his treatise, are inspired today by fundamentally bour-
geols sentiments, values, and hopes.

, Perhaps the most serious shortcoming is the author’s
failure to explore the implications of his basic tenets for
public policy. It would be good, indeed, to hear from the
author himself. If the vision he formulates is taken se-
riously, and I hope it will be, it is likely to prompt much-
needed dialogue on the family. Previous examinations of
the family have yielded little insight, and the resulting
dialogues have now grown so tiresome and stale. If Mr.
Mount’s book breathes new life into the subject of the
family, it will benefit not only academics, politicians, and
policymakers, but also the majority of ordinary people
who desire to gain a hearing for their practices, their
values, and their hopes.

Brigitte Berger
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The Static Theory
of Progress

Progress and Privilege: America in the Age of Environ-
mentalism. By William Tucker. (Anchor Press/iDouble-
day, 1982) $17.95.

Building a Sustainable Society. By Lester R. Brown. (W.
W. Norton, 1981) $6.95.

The Ultimate Resource. By Julian L. Simon. (Princeton
University Press, 1981) $14.50 hardcover, or $7.95 pa-
perback.

In the old days the environment (née nature) used to
look after itself. Nature seemed sometimes to be a boun-
tiful friend, at other times a malicious foe, but never a
victim needing to be protected by man against man.
Today, however, prophets warn us that nature is a dying
invalid, sick with overcrowding, exhaustion of energy,
overheating of its air, poisoning of its water, extinction of
its species, and disturbance of its ecological systems. If
this is true, we should be intensely concerned: Without
an environment, man would be nowhere.

So rapid a reversal—for environmentalism is only
twenty years old—is a cause for wonder, Why did many
people suddenly begin to believe that the environment
was ailing? What do they recommend as a cure? And how
accurate is their diagnosis?

Leading episodes in the evolution of environmentalism
are given brisk and thorough journalistic treatment by
William Tucker. He shows, for instance, that the forecast
of doom—that the world’s population would before long
overshoot the world’s “carrying capacity,” whereupon
masses of people would die off—published in the Club of
Rome’s famous report, “The Limits of Growth” (1972),
merely projected the pessimistic assumptions that Dennis
Meadows and his colleagues had built into the model
that guided their computer. He shows further that in a
second report by the Club of Rome, published only four
years later, a new team of computer experts rejected
much of the first report and in fact came out for more
rather than less economic growth. Elsewhere Mr. Tucker
describes in detail how provincial politicians and
“concerned” scientists almost stifled research in genetic
engineering on the grounds that it might be dangerous
(presumably unlike all other human activities). He re-
counts also the activities of the wilderness lobby, accord-
ing to whom nature can remain natural only if human
beings are kept away from it—as though man, alone
among living things, were not part of nature.

Mr. Tucker’s own attitude toward all of this is mixed.
In environmentalism he detects two strands: preserva-
tionism, which he rejects, and conservationism, which he
endorses, That is, he disapproves of the view that nature
should be kept forever unsullied; he believes, on the
contrary, that men should use nature, not exploiting it
senselessly and wastefully, but using it in rational ways to
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serve man’s ends. Recognizing rightly that environmen-
talists envision a great struggle between nature and man,
he regularly comes down on the side of man—as when,
for instance, he writes, “We should extend our moral
concerns to plants, trees, and animals, but not at the
expense of human beings.”

Far less satisfactory is Mr. Tucker’s sociological inter-
pretation of the environmentalist debate, which he char-
acterizes as a struggle between privilege and progress.
Always and everywhere, he believes, those people who
are well off want things to be kept unchanged. This basic
motive comes to be rationalized as the ethos of what Mr.
Tucker calls “aristocratic conservatism”: a preference
for moral over material values and for gentleness over
crass vitality. Accordingly, conservatives become conser-
vationists. They deify nature as the embodiment of per-
manence and spiritual purity, and they condemn money-
makers, speculators, and businessmen, who, as they see
it, are fighting an “unrelenting war on nature.” Opposed
to these privileged conservatives stand all those who,
being relatively disadvantaged, want progress, by which
the author means economic growth. In America today,
according to Mr, Tucker, progress is supported by

If people understood clearly what
would promote their private interests
and always acted accordingly, the
world would be simpler than it is . . .

blacks, labor union members, Neo-Populists, and rising
businessmen; the supporters of privilege are the pos-
sessors of old wealth and the upper-middle class, consist-
ing of professionals, salaried persons, and bureaucrats.
The latter, according to Mr. Tucker, invented environ-
mentalism, the current model of preservationist conser-
vationism, the underlying spirit of which is illustrated in
the comment made a hundred years ago by George Per-
kins Marsh: “wherever [man] plants his foot, the harmo-
nies of nature are turned to discords.”

Mr. Tucker’s analysis of the sociology of environmen-
talism, not always easy to follow, is in my view far from
persuasive. Plausible as it might seem that people who are
well off would resist change (though it is not plausible
that they would resist changes expected to fortify or
improve their position), nevertheless the historical record
shows thatin fact many such people have been among the
leaders and followers of revolution and reform. It may
well be, as the author asserts, that the bulk of the Ameri-
can upper-middle class (assuming, for the sake of the
argument, that such a thing really exists) supports en-
vironmentalism; yet it also supports any number of non-
conservative causes, such as egalitarian redistribution,
foreign aid, economic planning, and détente, as well as, I
suppose, socialized medicine, disarmament, and femi-
nism. In the same way, the disadvantaged, who by
Tucker’s reckoning ought rationally to support progress,
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As early as 1918 doomsayers foretold the imminent end of U.S. resources. Fortunately, Congress did not listen.

have regularly resisted it. Workers, not employers, in-
vented sabotage of new machines, and unions are as
likely as cartels to engage in restrictive practices. If people
understood clearly what would promote their private
interests and always acted accordingly, the world would
be simpler than it is and different than Mr. Tucker thinks
it is.

A fully developed and authoritative statement of the
environmentalist position is put forward by Lester R.
Brown, head of the Worldwatch Institute in Washington,
D.C. His forecast is a comprehensive rehearsal of gloom.
Population is booming. Cropland is diminishing, topsoil
is thinning, and deserts are spreading. Food per capita is
shrinking, fish are vanishing. Qil is depleting, firewood is
scarce, coal pollutes, and nuclear power is being aban-
doned. All these predictions rest on statistical records
and on the theoretical proposition that a finite world
cannot accommodate “endless growth.” In short, ac-
cording to Mr. Brown, we are entering an “age of scar-
city.”

What can be done to avoid the impending disaster?
First of all, says the author, we must replace the goal of
“endless growth” by the goal of “sustainability”—a vari-
ation, better sounding at least, on the theme of “zero-
growth.” Then, as to the means to be adopted, Mr.
Brown issues a great catalogue of prescriptions, many of
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them more ingenious than obviously practicable. The
whole is illustrated by the steps he recommends for sta-
bilizing population at the level of six billion. He proposes
that government should provide birth-control services,
legalize abortion, extend education, expand jobs for
women, reduce long maternity leaves, raise the legal age
of marriage, and abolish tax deductions for children.
Noting that inflation, unemployment, and housing
shortages tend to restrain the growth of population, he
seems almost to say that governments should acquiesce
in, if not actively sponsor, those braking forces. He es-
pecially commends the actions of the Chinese govern-
ment, which officially delays marriage until the mid-20s,
issues birth permits to couples according to how old they
are and how many children they have, and encourages
parents to have one child only, the latter by giving the
parents higher wages, better pensions, ampler housing,
and more food (“couples with one child will get adult
grain rations for that child”), as well as by giving the only
child “preferential consideration in both school admis-
sions and job assignments.”

Obviously, Mr. Brown’s solution to a variety of en-
vironmental problems is a massive extension in the scope
and intensity of government regulation. Though conced-
ing that a free market worked well in times past, Mr.
Brown holds that it cannot cope with present conditions

105



of shrinking resources. Therefore the market must be
steered, perhaps even replaced, by government. Yet gov-
ernments often pursue wrong ends or use ineffective
means, a fact that Mr, Brown concedes, as he must
inasmuch as he is urging that many present policies of
governments be reversed. Despite this, he entertains an
astonishing faith that “most governmental intervention
in the market is in the public interest.” And equally
astonishing, he seems at no point to wonder whether the
corresponding decay of individual liberty would be a
heavy cost to bear. This is not altogether surprising in
someone who believes that we are engaged in a war for
the survival of the human race or, even more serious, for
the survival of the environment, and so a war in which as
usual individuals suffer for the sake of a community.
Deliberately or not, environmentalism assumes away the
basic tenets of a free society.

Printed on the front cover of Lester Brown’s book is
this motto: “We have not inherited the earth from our
fathers, we are borrowing it from our children.” There is
food for thought here, or, to change the metaphor, this is
as stimulating as a sore throat. Our fathers could be-
queath the earth to us because they owned it, but can our
children lend it to us before they have acquired it? If you
inherit a set of china, do you inherit with it a duty to pass
it on unchipped, unworn, virginally intace? If you build a
garden wall, have you borrowed it from your children?
Granted that responsible parents recognize duties they
owe to their children, have parents a duty to live poorly
so that their children can live richly? Anyway, the earth is
here, will quite possibly stay here a while, and can survive
our neglect more successfully than our children could.

No Limits

The best compact answer to environmentalism that I
have come across is provided by Julian L. Simon, an
economist at the University of Illinois, in a book that is
chatty in manner but brilliant in argument. His main
conclusions are so bold and so contrary to common faith
that they will provoke wide disbelief. Here are some
samples. Natural resources are becoming more plentiful
rather than less, and their supply is infinite rather than
finite. The amount of land devoted to agriculture is in-
creasing and could be increased further, though the best
way in the long run to increase output is to raise the yield
per acre. Production of food per capita has been growing
and can reasonably be expected to grow further as popu-
lation increases. Although pollution is unavoidable in
some forms and degrees, “life-expectancy, which is the
best over-all index of the pollution level, has improved
markedly.” Population may grow far less quickly than
has been predicted: For instance, the United Nations,
which in 1970 forecast that by the year 2000 the world
would contain 7.5 billion people, in 1975 reduced the
forecast to 5.6 billion, so acknowledging that their origi-
nal estimate had overshot by as much as 25 percent.
Moreover, population growth is not obviously undesir-
able. Each person added to the existing stock of people,
while in some degree a burden on others, is also a boon to
others, both as a producer and as an innovator. Whether
the burden is regarded as more or less weighty than the
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boon depends on the observer’s values. Mr, Simon him-
self regards increasing population as beneficial on the
whole, especially in developed countries. Behind this
appraisal lies the conviction expressed in his concluding
sentence: “The ultimate resource is people—skilled, spir-
ited and hopeful people who will exert their wills and
imaginations for their own benefit, and so, inevitably, for
the benefit of us all.” The future he foresees is probably,
albeit not certainly, rosy.

Julian Simon’s manner of working is well illustrated in
the way he goes about refuting the idea that raw mate-
rials are becoming scarcer. That idea, in its crude form,
starts from the undoubted fact that the earth contains an
absolutely limited amount of any given material (such as
copper, for instance), draws the unquestionable in-
ference that as we extract more copper from the earth less
is left to be extracted in the future, and then jumps to the

Meanwhile, frequent visits to the den-
tist will do more than environmental-
ism can to safeguard the health of the
human race.

false conclusion that copper is becoming absolutely
scarce. A more sophisticated version, mistakenly be-
lieved to rest on the law of diminishing returns, argues
that at each successive moment copper must be extracted
from a lode that is less rewarding than the last one to have
been mined out, from which it follows that the cost of
producing copper must constantly be rising.

The author’s first response is to show that the price of
copper, adjusted for changes in the value of money, has
declined more or less steadily since 1800 and is now
about one third of what it used to be. Similarly, the price
of copper, as measured in relation to wages, is now less
than one tenth of what it was in 1800, which means that
one hour’s work at today’s average wage could provide
the earner with more than ten times as much copper as
two hundred years ago. This pattern, which applies more
or less equally to iron, lead, aluminum, and other metals,
does not sound much like scarcity, present or impending.

But of course environmentalists can lightly reply that
the beneficent past is just about to end, and that things
that have gone well will henceforth go wrong. In re-
sponse, Mr. Simon produces figures about the earth’s
remaining stocks of metals. Such stocks can be measured
by three standards: proven reserves, ultimate recoverable
resources (defined as one-hundredth of 1 percent of ma-
terial deposit in the outermost kilometer of the earth’s
crust), and total potential resources in the earth’s crust.
Consider copper, which is neither the most nor the least
plentiful. In 1974, at the rate of consumption then cur-
rent, proven reserves would have lasted for forty-five
years, ultimate resources for 340 years, and potential
resources for 242 million years. Lest anyone complain
that forty-five years’ worth of copper would not last out
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the lives of people now living, Mr. Simon demonstrates
that proven reserves of various natural resources in-
creased more or less rapidly between 1950 and 1970—in
the intermediate case of copper, by 179 percent. And this
was not a temporary bit of luck. Proven reserves are
discovered because somebody has invested in explora-
tion. As the demand for an extractive material rises, and
as the cost of producing it falls because of technological
advance, entrepreneurs are increasingly willing to invest
in exploration. The result has been more or less consis-
tent growth in identified reserves. Superficially it may
seem paradoxical, but the truth is that the faster re-
sources have been extracted, the greater has been the
growth of proven reserves.

If, at this stage in the discussion, an environmentalist
were to insist once again that since the earth is finite, it
contains only a finite, exhaustible supply of resources, he

. . . the best endowment we can leave
to our children is not natural resources
but the most artificial of resources,
which is man-made capital.

might be invited not to worry about a state of exhaustion
not due to arrive for thousands or millions of years.
Meanwhile, frequent visits to the dentist will do more
than environmentalism can to safeguard the health of the
human race. Furthermore, the environmentalist might be
informed that space travel makes possible and may soon
make practical man’s recourse to materials in other plan-
ets. But Mr. Simon takes a much bolder line, insisting
that man’s supply of natural resources is infinite. This
conclusion, for which he produces various arguments, he
justifies partly on the ground that energy—the master
resource, with whose aid we can create all other re-
sources—will remain in practically unlimited supply un-
til the day, some millions or billions of years off, when
our sun burns out—at which point, as the author
robustly and rightly says, “there may well be other suns
elsewhere.”

In this way and in many others, Mr. Simon’s book is an
admirable antidote to environmentalism and can confi-
dently be recommended for its preventive and curative
properties alike. No house should be without it, nor the
office of any journalist, academic, or legislator.

Almost everyone who disagrees with environmental-
ists feels obliged to disown any tendency toward compla-
cency. If complacency means a habit of believing that all
is well despite reasonable evidence to the contrary, it
certainly should be avoided. But someone who declines
to credit predictions of doom, predictions inadequately
supported by evidence from experience or persuasive
argument from theory, does not thereby exhibit compla-
cency. It might be complacent never to carry an umbrella,
but a person who carries an umbrella every day of the
year is overdoing the effort to avoid complacency. Simi-
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larly, if we were to limit our consumption in order to
guard our children against shortages that never mate-
rialized, we would, while avoiding complacency, have
condemned ourselves and our children as well to needless
deprivation. One sure road to poverty is to buy too much
1surance.

From a purely material standpoint, the best endow-
ment we can leave to our children is not natural resources
but the most artificial of resources, which is man-made
capital. Capital, especially in the form of education, is the
best resource because it lasts a long time and is most
adaptable to the unforeseeable contingencies of the fu-
ture. Capital is formed by investment, which depends on
saving, the extent of which is limited by the level of
current production. Therefore, all else being equal, in-
creasing current output is the easiest way to increase our
stock of capital. From which it follows that were we,
following the suggestion of environmentalism, to restrict
economic growth, we would have diminished our poten-
tial for creating and handing on the best of all material
gifts.

Then comes the question of to whom exactly we mean
to leave our worldly goods. The answer, “to our chil-
dren,” is an emotional trap. Our duty to our own chil-
dren is objectively plain and keenly felt by many par-
ents—or almost all. But would it be right to deprive
ourselves and our children now living for the sake of
hypothetical descendants a century or two away? On a
common moral theory—that our moral obligations are
greatest to those with whom our lives are most closely
intertwined and that such obligations recede with dis-
tance—far-off future generations have minimal claims to
our moral attention. A driver who fixes his gaze on the
far horizon is liable to knock down many pedestrians on
the way. Exhortations urging people to endure avoidable
hardships now “for the sake of future generations” are
the stock in trade of dictators, fanatic visionaries, and
revolutionaries, including peaceful revolutionaries like
not a few environmentalists.

These issues and many others are ignored, glossed
over, or obscured by environmentalists because of an
intellectual disorder not previously diagnosed, which we
might label “abstract displacement.” Let us consider a
simple case of the illness. Smith, an avid gardener, would
like to stop Jones from walking across his lawn. Their
neighbors sit in judgment. One says that Jones is invading
property rights; another that Jones is threatening social
peace; all agree that Jones is disturbing the environment.
Smith answers that the environment, social peace, and
property rights cannot feel pain, but that he, Smith, can
and does. Smith says that he doesn’t care whether the
great abstractions are or aren’t protected against Jones; it
is he, Smith, who wants protection.

Following Smith’s lead, the environmentalists would
do well to stop worrying about the environment, for air,
water, earth feel no pain, nor do resources. If instead they
worried about the troubles experienced now by live
human beings, and wondered whether there was any way
that they could help relieve those, human life in the near
future might conceivably improve a little bit.

William Letwin
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Saudi Arabia in the 1980s: Foreign
Policy, Security, and Oil. By Wil-
liam B. Quandt. (Brookings In-
stitution.)

ecilliam Quandt, a senior fel-

low at the Brookings Institution,
dealt with Middle East affairs as a
member of the National Security
Council under two administra-
tions. His book is long on research,
short on analysis, and bland in its
recommendations. Logically con-
structed and well written, the book
can be commended to anyone who
seeks a better understanding of
some of the problems—but by no
means the major ones—facing the
rulers of Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Quandt deals realistically
with many challenges, external and
internal, that might affect the sta-
bility of Saudi Arabia. But he does
not discuss whatis perhaps the cen-
tral problem—namely a declining
oil market and shrinking oil reve-
nues. The Saudis have begun to dip
into their financial reserves, re-
serves that are finite and will be
used up in a few years unless the
budget is cut drastically. But what
to cut without getting into trouble?
Foreign ““aid” (to Iraq and the
P.L.O.)? Military expenditures? Or
social welfare services? And what
should the United States do about a
direct threat to the present Saudi
regime? Does our national interest
demand that we protect them, ab-
sent a direct Soviet takeover?
Would not a successor government,
even if unfriendly to the United
States, continue to sell oil to the
world market? And if oil supplies
were interrupted, would this neces-
sarily cause a calamity? In any case,
do we have the capacity and the will
to protect the Saudi monarchy—
especially if it is faced with an inter-
nal insurrection?
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These questions are not dis-
cussed or analyzed. But Mr.
Quandt’s book does give the im-
pression that the members of the Al
Saud family are quite skilled in
looking out for their own survival
and will somehow manage to
weather many a crisis. But should
they fail and be exiled, we need not
be greatly concerned about them.
With large investments abroad,
Saudi princes can enrich life in
many Western cities. And Sheik
Yamani can always return to his
alma mater and lecture at the Har-
vard Business School.

S. Fred Singer

Supply-Side Economics: A Critical
Appraisal. By Richard H. Fink.
(University Publications of Amer-
ica.)

Economic theory is probably in
its greatest turmoil since the Keyne-
sian revolution in the 1930s over-
turned the classical orthodoxy.
This is evident in Richard H. Fink’s
book, which contains some two
dozen essays by dominant figures in
the supply-side school as well as
some of its chief Keynesian, liber-
tarian, monetarist, and even Marx-
ISt critics.

Most of the conflicts fleshed out
in the essays emerge over whether a
free market can better meet our
needs and demands than a system
of government intervention. Key-
nesian economists desire to stabil-
ize the business cycle by manipulat-
ing aggregate demand through tax,
spending, and monetary levers.
Supply-siders aim for long-term
economic growth by improving
productivity and saving, and they
claim that Keynesian countercycli-
cal policy has not smoothed out the
business cycle butin many cases has
induced recessions and inflation.

Other points of conflict emerge:
the ability of free markets to return
the economy to full employment
and to generate economic growth;
the attractiveness of a gold stan-
dard versus a monetary rule or
monetary discretion; whether sup-
ply creates demand (Say’s law), or
whether demand is the driving
force behind supply; and whether a
program of tax cuts and tight mon-
ey is inherently contradictory.

There is, of course, no consensus
on the proper prescription for
stagflation. However, the book
should lay to rest the contention
that supply-side economics has
come largely from the fertile imag-
inations of journalists and lacks
strong support in the academic
community. There is an impressive
list of names defending various sup-
ply-side theories. And though the
supply-siders have hardly van-
quished their opponents, they have
raised some damaging objections to
opposing economic theories.

Thomas Humbert

Coughing in Ink: The Demise of
Academic Ideals. By Philip F. Law-
ler. (University Publications of
America.)

Once a quality training ground
for the elite, whose responsibility
was to preserve and to advance the
best of their culture, the university
embodied the finest in tradition,
identified and embraced Judeo-
Christian ideals, and maintained a
reverence for and a commitment to
an objective, absolute truth. In this
profound and provocative book,
Philip Lawler advances the thesis
that the American university has
separated itself from the ideals
upon which it was founded and in
so doing has lost its sense of integ-
rity and mission. Egalitarianism

Policy Review



has replaced elitism; education for
social mobility has replaced educa-
tion for social service; the “multi-
university” has replaced the fo-
cused curriculum; facts have re-
placed belief; agnosticism and so-
cialism have replaced Judeo-Chris-
tian principles and democracy.

The inevitable products of this
new university, Mr. Lawler la-
ments, are college graduates with a
basic distrust of and distaste for
free enterprise, tradition, our cul-
tural heritage, and God. Since grad-
uates assume positions of leader-
ship in society, their biases have
infused and damaged society.

In partial remedy (one of several
outlined in the book) Mr. Lawler
advocates the separation of diverse
educational philosophies into dis-
tinct mstitutions among which pro-
spective students can choose. In this
way focus of interest will be assured
and a clear debate between oppos-
ing ideals possible.

Eileen M. Gardner

Deregulating Labor Regulations.
By Daniel C. Heldman, James Ben-
nett, and Manuel Jobnson. (Fisher
Institute.)

Cc hy is it that those who spe-

cialize in the deregulation issue
have avoided labor relations? After
all, the product of labor is a com-
modity, and as such it is subject to
the forces of competition. Thus the
notion that wage rates need rec-
tification by collective action is
nonsense.

The authors do not deny that
some objectives might be un-
achievable except through collec-
tive action. But the fact that prob-
lems of social cost require some
independent authority to fix
charges to attract adequate invest-
ment Is irrelevant to attempts to
redistribute income by fixing the
price of labor through minimum
wage laws, by indirectly restricting
supply through hour rules, or other
scarcity-contriving subterfuges.

Although the authors assert that
“the unskilled worker bears the
brunt of the regulation rather than
reaping the benefit,” they could
have established more clearly the
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way interference in the pricing of
services is poverty-creating. Free-
market wage rates are determined
by workers’ perceived alternatives.
They are set not through collective
bargaining but through the process
of firms’ offering each worker
enough wages to attract him from
alternative value-producing ac-
tivities. Because wage rates set by
the market are consistent with full
employment and maximum pro-
duction, any mandatory negotia-
tions intended to “improve” that
situation must be impoverishing. A
worker’s alternatives protect him
from exploitation and ensure a just
price for his services. But because of
the principle of exclusivity, the
worker who creates more or superi-
or products is often unable to reap
the rewards. The value of his labor
is distributed to his colleagues.
The authors are inevitably
brought to the dilemma that con-
fronts all critics of organized labor.
They recognize that labor unions
act antisocially, yet they seem to
consider the union movement sa-
cred. They go out of their way to
assure union hierarchies that their
jobs will be secure even if the
Wagner Act, the Davis-Bacon Act,
the Clayton Act, and the other laws
created by political pressure to con-
trive labor scarcities were repealed.
They say deregulation “would
greatly broaden the scope of labor
unions in representing employees if
unions could adapt to the changed
circumstances of a deregulated en-
vironment.”” But the whole purpose
of unions is to fix a higher price for
labor services than that the free
market would determine. And the
means is the strike, the threat of a
strike, or some other form of vio-
lence. In any free society, all private
coercion, whether peaceful or not,
needs to be eradicated.
William H. Hutt

Consequences of Party Reform. By
Nelson W. Polsby. (Oxford Uni-
versity Press.)

After the Democratic Party’s de-
bacle of 1968, sweeping party re-
forms were implemented with the
intention of broadening participa-

tion in the political process, partic-
ularly in the nomination of presi-
dential candidates. These changes,
especially in the areas of campaign
finance and delegate selection, have
had a number of unintended and
unwelcome consequences, argues
Nelson Polsby in his latest book.
The reforms have had dire conse-
quences for the Democratic Party,
the nature of party competition,
and the presidency itself.

Federal subsidies to presidential
candidates, restrictions on other
sources of campaign money, and
the parties’ loss of control over del-
egate selection—these three
changes have resulted in a vastly
different nomination process and a
different type of presidential candi-
date. Professor Polsby states that
primaries now dominate the nomi-
nating process, forcing candidates
to mobilize factions in each state
rather than concentrating on build-
ing a broadbased coalition. This, he
argues, naturally forces candidates
to build their own personal organi-
zations in each state, weakening the
national parties’ influence over the
political process.

Instead, outside groups and the
media are allowed to play a much
larger role in the process than pre-
viously. Professor Polsby believes
that this has made elections chan-
cier, more unpredictable, more sus-
ceptible to outside influence, and
less equitable. The final result is a
candidate who has the ability to
appeal to and mobilize an electoral
faction, but not one who is neces-
sarily able to govern. An obvious
example is Jimmy Carter.

Finally, Professor Polsby makes a
number of suggestions to reform
the reforms. He advocates a
“mixed” nomination system,
where state situations would dic-
tate whether state conventions, pri-
mary elections, or interest groups
were allowed to dominate the pro-
cess in each state. The result, he
argues, would be a president with a
more complete and enlightened un-
derstanding of what is necessary to
govern successfully. Consequences
of Party Reform is vital reading for
anyone concerned with how we
choose our leaders.

Robert Valero
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As this is written, at the begin-

ning of April, it appears irrefutable
that the economy has turned the
corner. A boom has begun, It was a
sharp corner indeed, and it oc-
curred almost precisely at

Soothsaying

Bust to Boom

David Ranson

July to below 1976 levels. To use an
idiom that I have found no techni-
cal terms to improve upon, there
was a three-week “flip” in eco-
nomic activity followed by an ex-

cumstances and timing are quite
different. Incentives arising from
tax rate differences can and do alter
the behavior of Americans in vari-
ous ways. However, the complexity

of our tax structure, and

the turn of the year. I
don’t believe this timing

. .. the two-year boom now under

the frequency with which
it changes, makes it far
more difficult to see what

was an accident; there are
good reasons to have an-
ticipated that the econo-

way could be the most vigorous in

is going on than in the
isolated example of a

my would continue to fal-

several decades—ijust as 1982’s reces-

VAT tax hike. In that ex-

ter all the way through
1982 and that the turning
point would come at

sion was the deepest . . .

ample, even the govern-
ment fully understood
what happened. But in

year-end.! To explain
why and to draw implications for
the economic outlook today, I need
to sketch an “incentivist” theory of
turning points. This requires a brief
detour.

Shortly after Margaret Thatcher
became prime minister of Great
Britain in 1979, she decided to raise
the value-added tax (VAT) sharply
to pay for her across-the-board in-
come tax cut. (The VAT is a tax
paid on most retail transactions.) In
early June, the government an-
nounced a hike in the VAT rate
from 8 to 15 percent. The date of
effect, call it T-day, was three
weeks from the date of the an-
nouncement. Now, you don’t need
to be an “incentivist” to be an alert
consumer, and the evidence sug-
gests that British consumers were
very alert indeed. For a country
whose population is sometimes
said to be deadened to taxation, the
response was remarkable. In the
month of June a volume of retail
sales was recorded the like of which
has rarely if ever been seen before
or since. Then, on T-day, the boom
ceased abruptly. Retail trade fell
and remained at a subdued level for
a long time thereafter. Registra-
tions of new cars, for example,
which had risen in June to above
200 percent of 1976 levels, fell in

Soothsaying

tended “flop.” And the turning
point from flip to flop can be pin-
pointed to the day. This flip-flop
phenomenon is reminiscent of the
economic discontinuities that we
often see at the border between two
tax jurisdictions. When the D.C.
government imposed a surtax on
gasoline sales a few years ago, it
merely drove people to buy their
gas a few miles away in Maryland
or Virginia. (The surtax had to be
rescinded.) We observe high-tax
Massachusetts losing liquor sales,
business investment, housing con-
struction, and ultimately popula-
tion to low-tax New Hampshire
just over the state line. Canadians
these days are showing up in droves
at the nearest airport on the U.S.
side of the border to escape the still-
regulated fare structure of the Ca-
nadian airlines. Although no ex-
plicit tax is involved here, the prin-
ciple is the same. In all cases, the
line at which the discontinuity in
economic activity occurs can be
identified—in effect, predicted—
precisely.

I believe that many ups and
downs in the U.S. economy can be
traced to the same mechanism that
operates in these illustrations.? And
they are as predictable as in the
Thatcher case, although the cir-

our usual environment,
few even try to understand why
turns occur when they do; most of
us are too busy trying to recognize a
turn once it has already happened.

U.S. tax rates change from year
to year in a fashion that is not al-
ways easy to predict. Tax decisions
by Congress are very difficult to
anticipate, and some of them, cliff-
hangers till the last moment, are
made retroactive. Tax rate changes
also emanate from bracket creep, to
an extent depending on an inflation
rate that is often volatile. Neverthe-
less, we do have expectations about
what will happen to tax rates from
one year to the next, and the people
who fill out our tax forms consider
these expectations important. Fur-
thermore, our T-day is easy to iden-
tify: It practically always falls on
January 1.3

As in the VAT example, a change
in tax rate expectations will set off a
flip-flop in the economy as pro-
ducers and spenders try to preempt
the expected change. In effect, we
get one year’s warning of these
turns in the economy—if we know
how to read the relevant signals.

The job of monitoring expected
tax changes, and using them to pre-
dict turning points in the economy,
seems formidable. Luckily, the fi-
nanctal markets do a lot of the
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work for us. Short-term interest
rates reflect, among other things,
expectations about two factors that
borrowers will readily concede
lenders ought to be compensated
for: inflation and taxation. Increase
the expected rate of inflation, and
interest rates will rise. Keep ex-
pected inflation the same while
raising next year’s tax bite, and in-
terest rates will rise, too. Thus, by
monitoring short-term interest
rates, we can keep track of two of
the chief sources of bad news about
next year’s taxation: bracket creep
and legislative changes.

Our work at Wainwright con-
firms that interest rate movements
do signal year-to-year flip-flops in
the economy. Indeed, we were
aware of overwhelming evidence
that this mechanism was operating
before we had an adequate expla-
nation for it. It is possible to antici-
pate turning points a year or longer
in advance, and we publish such
forecasts routinely. Despite the
large number of extraneous factors
striking the economy at all times,
this approach has accurately called
the direction, timing, and magni-
tude of recent turns. Unlike conven-
tional forecasters, we predicted in
mid-1981 that real GNP would be
off 2 percent in 1982.

Sputtering or Steaming?

At present this market forecast,
as we call it, calls for growth of 5 to
6 percent in 1983 relative to 1982’s
depressed level. This forecast is
higher than most (if not all), al-
though there is some movement on
the part of others in this direction.
Blue Chip’s consensus has moved
up from 2.5 percent to a reported
2.9 percent in the last couple of
months,? and the administration
will raise its estimate from 1.4 to

2.9 percent, according to official or
unofficial newspaper leaks. Many
such forecasts, though, appear to
be shifting more in response to the
economy than in anticipation of it.
The shift in opinion resulting from
the turn is slightly more dramatic
when the inertia of the reporting is
taken into account. Not all forecas-
ters revise their estimates every
month. Of forty-five forecasters
represented in the Blue Chip list,
thirty changed their estimate be-
tween early February and March.
Of these, only one estimate was
lowered, and seven were increased
by half a point or more.

Economists are now debating
whether the recovery that showed
up so strongly in January will be
sustained or will sputter out. The
weakness of retail sales in February
and March caused some to cool
their jets. But the market-oriented
method I describe is firm on this
point: Barring much larger shifts in
interest rates than are yet foreseen
by the futures markets, recovery
should proceed rapidly all year. In-
deed, 1984 is expected to be an-
other year of rapid growth. Taken
together, the two-year boom now
under way could be the most vig-
orous in several decades—just as
1982’s recession was the deepest
calendar-year downturn.

The next plausible time for a turn
back into recession, as the financial
markets see it now, would be
around the end of 1984—just after
the election.

There are a surprising number of
lessons to be drawn from the
Thatcher VAT illustration. First,
not ail of the movements that an
economy makes can be charac-
terized as the gradual progression
of a trend-cycle identified through a
haze of “white noise,” as the text-
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books would have it. Sharp rever-
sals can be recognized and even pre-
dicted. In effect, the economy can
bounce. For example, a sharp rise
in interest rates followed by a sharp
decline a year or so later (as oc-
curred between 1980 and 1982) is a
devastating sequence. Viewed from
this perspective, the projected
boom of 1983-84 is not an isolated
event but the other side of the 1982
coin.

Powerful Incentives

Second, not all economic move-
ments can be attributed to a dis-
equilibrium between demand and
supply. The British flip-flop
showed up at all levels of the econo-
my, including domestic product
and industrial production. Incen-
tives imposed on consumers were
transmitted within a matter of days
to alter the behavior of producers.
Contrary to the strategy behind
Thatcher’s tax changes,® the supply
side of the economy moved in con-
cert with the demand side. A similar
sort of disequilibrium thinking
leads many today to mistake the
current behavior of the economy
for an inventory phenomenon.

Third, the power of incentives to
influence output and spending var-
ies with the durability of the taxed
item. A consumer will take advan-
tage of this temporary tax haven in
the case of purchases he can readily
bring forward or postpone—appli-
ances and other durables, for exam-
ple. But his hands are tied when it
comes to perishables. June 1979
saw a modest boom in clothing and
footwear but a big burst of auto-
mobile registrations. Thatis why it
should be no surprise today to see
consumer durable goods industries
like housing at the vanguard of the
boom.

corporate or Social Security tax rates
take place. The fiction that the Rea-
gan-Kemp-Roth tax cuts take effect
on July 1 forgets that, come April 15,
income earned during each year’s
first half will be taxed exactly like
income earned in the second half.

4. Blue Chip Economic Indicators,
published by Eggert Economic En-

terprises, Sedona, Arizona.

S. Thatcher had intended to curb infla-
tion through the VAT hike on de-
mand, while she stimulated supply
through her cuts in the income tax.
The impossibility of having it both
ways still escapes policymakers on
both sides of the Atlantic.
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